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pipe HEARING ON H. R. 1304, TO AUTHORIZE THE 
=e Napa OF DEFENSE TO MAKE A MONETARY ALLOWANCE 
IN LIEU OF HEADSTONES OR MARKERS FOR CERTAIN GRAVES 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE No. 3 OF THE 
ComMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, D. C., Monday, July 12, 1954. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Leroy Johnson (chairman) 
presiding. 

Mr. Jounson. The committee will please be in order. 

We have under consideration this morning a bill, H. R. 1302 intro- 
duced by Mr. Reams of Ohio, which would authorize the Secretary 
of Defense to make a monetary allowance in lieu of headstones or 
markers for certain graves. 

(H. R. 1302 follows:) 


[H. R. 1302, 83d Cong., Ist sess.} 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of Defense to make a monetary allowance in lieu of headstones or 
markers for certain graves 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding any provision of existing 
law, the Secretary of Defense is authorized, upon application, to make an allow- 
ance not exceeding $25 in lieu of « headstone or marker, for the grave of any 
deceased person for which the Secretary of Defense is authorized to furnish a 
marker or headstone: Provided, That the Secretary of Defense receive from the 
administrator or executor of the estate, or next of }in, proper proof that there 
has been purchased and received a marker or headstone chosen by the next of 
kin with the consent of the administrater or executor which will conform with 
monumental work upor the family plot or with those in the vicinity. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRAZIER REAMS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. Jounson. Mr. Reams, the committee will be very happy to 
hear from you at this time. 

Mr. Reams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Jounson. I might state that the reason there are so few mem- 
bers present this morning is that several of the members of this 
committee are on another committee which is meeting this morning 
and also some of the members are out of town. 

Mr. Reams. I can fully understand that. I know the pressure 
that is on all of the committees at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, in the appropriation bill for civil functions of the 
Department of the Army for fiscal year 1955 there was included under 
cemeterial expenses an item of $2,124,000 for the procurement of 
headstones for graves of veterans. The committee report states 
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“The funds allocated for the procurement of headstones will allow 
the purchase of headstones in the volume needed to alleviate the 
current backlog of applications now on hand due to factors other 
than normal processing time.” 

The amount provided by the Congress for the procurement of 
headstones was the same amount as in the bill last year. It is, 
therefore, apparent that the grave marker appropriation for the 

aves of our veterans is not a small item of expenditure. It is, 
Eowoies a very worthy and proper expense of the Government 
provided it is not wastefully expended. Certainly it is not too much 
to spend an average of $25 for each of these headstones or grave 
markers for our veterans if the families of the veterans receive what 
they want and make use of them. 

The fact is, and I have satisfied myself of this by personal observa- 
tion, that a great many families do not want any one of the seven types 
of markers which are currently being issued to them. They are being 
discarded all over the country because they do not conform with the 
other monumental work on the family burial lot and because they are 
not as complete and adequate a marker as the family desires. 

These markers are not sent except upon request of the family of the 
deceased veteran. However, at the time of the decease of the veteran 
too often his next of kin, appreciative of the generosity of the Govern- 
ment, orders this headstone or marker. When it arrives they are dis- 
appointed. That is why there are so many of these markers that can 
oe — in the vicinity of so many cemeteries where veterans are 

uried, 

For these reasons I have introduced H. R. 1302 which authorizes 
the Secretary of Defense to make a monetary allowance not exceed- 
ing $25 in lieu of headstones or markers for the graves of veterans 
whose families desire to apply this money on a different type of 
marker. Since one of the purposes of having the Government furnish 
these monuments is to see that every veteran’s grave is marked, the 
bill provides that the Secretary of Defense shall receive from the legal 
represents tive or next of kin of the veteran proof that there has been 

urchased and received a marker or headstone chosen by the next of 
in. With this proof, the Secretary of Defense is authorized to make 
an allowance not exceeding $25 in lieu of furnishing a headstone. 

This is not only in keeping with our principles of free enterprise but 
the great value of the bill is that it offers the opportunity to have the 
veteran’s grave marked in such a way as to better express the feelings 
of love and respect which they desire to show for the veteran. It will 
surely carry out our Government’s desire to properly mark the graves 
of its veterans. 

It will permit the family to choose a suitable marker in keeping with 
their ability to pay. 

This bill does not. replace or act as a substitute for the general issue 
marker or headstone now provided. If the family wants that type 
of headstone or cannot afford to pay more than $25, they can still have 
the choice of getting the Government marker or using the money to 

urchase one for not less than $25 from their local monument builder. 

f the family can afford a more pretentious and more adequate marker, 
they can add this to other money and secure their choice of color, of 
stone and type of inscription. 
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The enactment of this bill into law will insure that the Government 
will not be spending $25 or more in furnishing a marker which will 
never be used. It will give those desiring to spend more a contribu- 
tion toward a more adequate marker for their veteran. It will abolish 
the wasteful practice of the Government furnishing markers which 
are not used. 

This is in no way a reflection or criticism of the division of the Army 
which has operated so well in caring for the military cemeteries and 
furnishing markers for veterans. It is certainly no criticism of the 
Veterans’ Administration and the veterans’ organizations which have 
cooperated so fully in this noble work. It is entirely for the purpose 
of giving to these organizations and to the families of the veterans 
a more adequate and a more American type of choice in this the last 
and most permanent memorial to their loved ones who have served 
our country in the Armed Forces. 

Mr. Chairman, that is my statement which I think expresses fully 
not only my feeling but the feeling, I know, of thousands of parents 
of veterans in my district, and I am sure all over the country. 

Mr. Jounson. Any questions, Mr. Van Zandt? 

Mr. VAN Zanpt. Congressman, is it not true that various political 
subdivisions sometimes assist in the placement of a marker on the 
grave of a deceased veteran? 

Mr. Reams. That is right. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. And is it not true that, rather than placing a 
marker, it allows a certain amount of money for the family to pur- 
chase a marker, therefore your bill would simply fall in line with the 
policy of several political subsdivisions throughout the country. 

Mr. Reams. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Is that not correct. 

Mr. Reams. Yes. 

The soldiers relief organization in Ohio makes a contribution to do 
this, with the only provision which is the same provision that would 
be provided here that it indicates clearly that it is for a veteran of 
one of the wars. 

And I appreciate very much your calling attention to that addi- 
tional fact which furnishes further reasons for the bill. 

Mr. Jounson. Is this bill designed to take care of only those who 
are buried in private cemeteries? 

Mr. Reams. No; those who are buried anywhere. 

Mr. Jounson. In other words, if he were to be buried in a Govern- 
ment cemetery, they would spend $25 for a marker for the soldier? 

Mr. Reams. If the regulation of that Government cemetery was 
such that they could put a nonconforming type of marker in it. 

Now, in parts of Arlington Cemetery, I understand that the family 
can choose a monument of their choice and in that case 

Mr. Van Zanopr (interposing). Within certain limitations? 

Mr. Reams. Yes; within certain limitations, and I understand in 
that case if they wanted to erect a monument in Arlington that would 
cost any amount in addition to the $25 they would have this con- 
tribution toward that. 

Mr. Jonnson. About 10 years ago, I think it was, we had quite a 
lengthy hearing on the problem of taking care of the graves and so 


forth of deceased soldiers in all of the military services. We had 
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exhaustive hearings and we had a very ambitious program for the 
development of national cemeteries, one in every State, for instance, 
and others. 

Is it your observation that, based upon your connection with this 
problem, that most deceased soldiers’ relations want them buried in 
the family cemetery? We found that they would not go 50 miles or 
100 miles to put one of the deceased members of their family in a 
public cemetery, that is, a military cemetery; that they would prefer 
to have them in a plot where the rest of the family was interred. 

Mr. Reams. That iscorrect. It is certainly true in my community, 
in my district. I believe that it would be one-tenth of 1 percent of 
the veterans who are buried elsewhere than in private cemeteries in 
my district. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. The observation, from traveling over the country 
and visiting various cemeteries, it is recognized by the number of 
markers, whether it is the American Legion, VFW, Jewish Veterans or 
what not, and the flag that is flying on the grave. 

Mr. Reams. Yes; that is particularly obvious on Memorial Day. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Yes. 

Mr. Jonnson. Your experience conforms with that which we 
learned in the hearings we had about 10 years ago, that the normal 
place which the relations of one of the deceased veterans wanted burial 
pe not in a military cemetery but in a private cemetery of their 
choice? 

Mr. Reams. That has been the experience that I have had every- 
where that I have observed, yes. 

Mr. Jounson. Do you think that $25 would be an adequate amount 
to give for that purpose? 

Mr. Reams. I think it is not, Mr. Chairman, but I provided that 
because of the fact that it is about the average of what the actual cost 
of these uniform types of monuments are being—that is, what is being 
spent for them by the Government at this time. 

Now, of course, it does not represent nearly all of the expenses, the 
expenses which would be cut down greatly by furnishing a monument 
instead of a marker, which would be saved too. I believe that it will 
primarily save a tremendous waste. It seems to me like a sacrilege, 
almost, to go out to a cemetery—and I know a number of them where 
this is true—and find these markers that have been furnished for 
graves and they have been discarded because they were not acceptable 
to the family of the veteran, just lying around and sometimes being 
used as stepping stones, and walks and for other purposes. 

That is the primary objective; that was the thing that moved 
me first to introduce the bill. 

Mr. Jounson. Have the veterans organizations made any recom- 
mendation on this legislation? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, they have representatives here. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. May I interrupt at this point? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Congressman Reams, is it not true that in many 
instances where a family has ordered a marker from the Government, 
upon its receipt they are greatly disappointed? 

Mr. Reams. Yes. 

Mr. Van. Zanpr. I have had that experience over a period of years. 
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Mr. Reams. That has been true in Lucas County, Ohio, certainly, 
with all of the veterans organizations, and I talked last year to 
several of the officers of the American Legion, the VFW, and others 
and they both told me that there had been not just an occasional event 
of that kind, but that it happened with great regularity. 

Mr. Van Zanpv. I had an incident just.a month ago where a mother 
expressed great anxiety in having received a marker and contacted 
the Quartermaster Section of the Army and upon receipt of the 
marker, she was completely disappointed, and they laid the marker 
aside and proceeded to buy one of their choice. 

Mr. Reams. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. This is just an observation and not in opposition to the 
bill. But I notice, in my area, for some years, when the graves are 
decorated back up in the hills and without these decorations, we would 
have trouble in finding graves in some of the cemeteries. And if they 
did not have one of these regular type issue markers, as you say, 
because it certainly does facilitate the finding of the location of the 
graves, in many cases where they could not find the graves, and where 
they had one of these definite types of markers, they could be found. 
That is one of the things that stood out. With this type of marker, it 
does stand out to all the world that it is the grave of a veteran. That 
might not outweigh the importance of having given them the kind of 
stone that the family wants. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Bray. Yes, I yield. 

Mr. Van Zanpv. Is it not true that the various veterans organiza- 
tions have a graves registration program in each cemetery or com- 
munity? 

Mr. Bray. That is probably correct. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. And is it not also true that the GI grave is sup- 
posed to be marked by the Legion or the VF W or the Spanish American 
War Veterans, or the Jewish or Catholic War Veterans organization? 

Mr. Bray. I worked to try to find some of those graves. We do 
have locations in the majority of those counties and registration, but 
somebody did something with the book and they had to start all 
over again. 

Mr. Reams. Mr. Bray, if I might add—and for a great many years 
I was commander of the Legion post, and an officer of the Legion, and 
I was on the committee and worked with the committee for decorating 
graves, and I find it quite the contrary. The prevalent type of Gov- 
ernment marker that was used was the flat type and it did not stand 
out at all, and for some of them it was not observable. The thing 
that marked the graves that we found was the VF W or Legion emblem 
or the Spanish War or the GAR emblem that stood out and had a 
silhouette. That was the thing we placed on all of the graves. 

Mr. Van Zanprt. You refer to the flat-top marker? 

Mr. Reams. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. I think that is true, today, I think that most of the 
Civil War and the Indian wars, all of those that were standing, of 
the upright type, did, and where some of those cemeteries were laid 
out were of the upright type, and those that are laid out now have those 
markers. 

Mr. Reams. Yes. 
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Mr. Jounson. Does this bill contemplate that the Government give 
$25 to the parent of the boy, and that he may place any kind of an 
insignia that he wishes; that he can put the military rank, or company 
if he wishes? 

Mr. Reams. Yes. It contemplates that it will be marked as a 
grave of a veteran. 

Mr. Jounson. Of a veteran. 

Mr. Reams. Yes. And the provision is in the bill that whenever 
the Secretary of the Army is furnished with proof, proper proof, of 
the fact that the grave has been marked pronerly and suitably, which, 
of course, contemplates their being marked as a veteran, then in lieu 
of the headstone, which has not been furnished in that case, he will 
be given $25 in cash. 

Mr. Jonnson. What I want to know is, is it optional? Some people 
do not want to put the military rank on the marker, the identification 
of the military service—— 

Mr. Reams. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Jonnson. They can do whatever they wish, with respect to the 
insignia?’ 

Mr. Reams. Mr. Chairman, the bill does not carry a provision at 

all. The bill merely says that: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense receive from the administrator or executor 
of the estate, or next of kin, proper proof that there has been purchased and re- 
ceived a marker or headstone chosen by the next of kin with the consent of the 
administrator or executor, which will conform with monumental work on the 
family plot, or with those in the vicinity. 

Mr. Jonnson. In other words, he can put anything he wants to 
on it, but he must identify the GI? 

Mr. Reams. It is subject to the regulations of the armed services 
as to what he does. If the Secretary of Defense were to require that 
it be marked as a veteran’s grave, it would have to be marked that way. 

Mr. Jonnson. The way it reads to me, the door is wide open; all 
they have to do is to identify the individual. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I think the report received from the military 
department contains a suggestion that will somewhat control it. 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanprt. I just glanced over the report from the military 
department which contains certain suggestions regarding amendments 
to protect the interests of the Government. 

Mr. Jounson. Then we will hear from the military department. 

Mr. Reams. T want to say that IT have no pride of authorship. I 
merely wanted, by this bill, to end a waste that has gone on in stones 
being furnished and not being used, and also to give a little bit more of 
American type of choice in this matter. Ido not think that we approve 
of veterans being furnished many things just as a GI issue after they 
leave the service, and certainly this last tribute to the veteran should 
not be on that kind of a basis. 

Mr. Jonnson. I think the bill is verv helpful. We appreciate the 
fact that you did introduce the bill. We just wanted to explore all of 
the different avenues to see what is required of the people to get the 
benefits of this bill. 
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Mr. Reams. Mr. Chairman, I will be glad to have it amended in 
any wav the committee sees fit to make it more practical and more 

Mr. Wrnsreap. I was just wondering if, at the present time, we do 
not have markers in every cemetery in the country where members of 
the family could see the kind of markers that can be secured before 
they are ordered. Back in the early stages I can see where possibly 
they would not have had that opportunity but it would appear at this 
stage of the game, that we have markers in every cemetery where 
members of the family could go to the cemetery, before the marker is 
ordered. That is my understanding, and it seems to me that some 
correction somewhere should be made in this bill. 

I do not like to throw the door open wide, and it seems to me that 
every cemetery in the country has markers and markers can be seen 
by members of the family before they order them, and if they do not 
like them, they should not order them, at this stage of the game. Of 
course, as I say, that would not be true back in the early stage of the 
program. 

Mr. Reams. Well, the ordering usually is done at a time when they 
are just thinking of their grief and not thinking particularly of the 
type of monument. It is like anything else that is going to be free; 
they figure they can take it or leave it, and they take it and most of 
the time many of them do leave it after they get it. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Is it not true that the undertaker generally exe- 
cutes a form and has the nearest of kin sign it and off it goes to the 
military branch in Washington? 

Mr. Reams. I understand that is the fact. 

Mr. Winsteap. I might state that I do appreciate the interest of 
the gentleman. Iwas on » committee some 2 vears ago where we had 
these samme questions, and it is an important question, but I feel that 
some consideration should be given to the suggestion and I do think 
that the bill would need some amendments, and not just throw the 
door wide open. 

Mr. Reams. I will be very happy to have »ny amendment that the 
committee sees fit to make, because I believe your object and mine 
would be the same. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you very much, Mr. Reams, for your state- 
ment. 

Mr. Reams. Thank you. 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Chairman, the next witness is Col. John D. 
Martz. 

Mr. Jonnson. Colonel Martz, the committee will be very glad to 
hear you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF COL. JOHN D. MARTZ, JR., CHIEF, MEMORIAL 
DIVISION, QMG, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Colonel Martz. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement which I would 
like to read to you with the chairman’s permission, and then will be 
very glad to try to answer any questions which the members of the 
committee may have. 

Mr. Jounson. You may proceed, Colonel. 

Colonet Marrz. Before discussing H. R. 1302, I feel it advisable to 
furnish you with a short analysis of the existing legislation pertaining 
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to Government headstones and markers which will be affected by 
H. R. 1302, namely the act of 1 July 1948 (24 U.S. C. 279 a, b. and e) 
an act to provide for the procurement and supply of Government 
headstones or markers for unmarked graves of members of the Armed 
Forces dying in the service or after honorable discharge therefrom, 
and other persons, and for other purposes. 

Under the provisions of the act of July 1, 1948, the Secretary of the 
Army is authorized and directed to furnish appropriate Government 
headstones or markers for the unmarked graves of soldiers of the Union 
and Confederate Armies of the Civil War, and for the unmarked graves 
of all members of the Armed Forces of the United States dying in 
the service, or former members whose last service terminated honor- 
ably; and for all unmarked graves in post and national cemeteries. 
The Secretary of the Army is further authorized and directed to make 
rules and regulations concerning the type, design, weight, and size 
of headstones erected in all cemeteries under his control and jurisdic- 
tion, and of all headstones or markers furnished pursuant to the pro- 
visions of this act. 

In carrying out the provisions of the act of July 1, 1948, two basic 
considerations of accomplishment have been kept in mind. First, 
thax all graves of deceased members and former members of the Armed 
Forces of the United States would be suitably marked, and, second, 
tha. the headstones and markers furnished by the Government would 
be of sch type and design as to possess the significance and prestige of 
a syinbul of honorable military service. Although a monetary allow- 
ance would provide equal assurance that such graves would be marked, 
a large part of the significance and prestige associated with a govern- 
ment headstone or marker would be lost. 

It will be noted that in the procurement and supply of headstones 
and markers, the Government, in effect, acts as a coordinating 
mechanism between the commercial supplier and the applicant for 
the headstone or marker. Based upon an estimate of requirements 
the Government periodically invites bids for headstones and markers 
described in specifications from firms appearing on a bidders’ list. 
This list is open to any supplier which requests that it be placed on 
the list. Contracts are then awarded to the lowest responsible and 
responsive bidders. When applications are received for a headstone 
or marker for erection in a private cemetery a check for eligibility is 
made and inscriptional data is verified. Instructions are then issued 
to the contractor with respect to the type marker to be furnished, the 
inscription to appear thereon, and the delivery point. Headstones 
and markers for erection in national cemeteries are procured in a 
similar manner except that individual applications are not required. 

Pictured on the application for headstone or marker, copies of 
which are in front of the members of the committee are the standard 
types of Government headstones and markers in use today. It will 
be noted that both upright and flat types are provided for. Marble 
is used for the upright types and granite, marble, and bronze used for 
the flat types. The choice of headstones and markers offered to an 
applicant meet normal private cemeterial requirements with respect 
to marking of graves. 

The standard inscription used on Government headstones and 
markers consist of both required items, optional items, and such other 
items which may be requested by the applicant subject to space 
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limitations which would obtain for any headstone or marker of the 
same size as those furnished by the Government. The required items 
of inscription include the name, grade, or rating, and organization. 
The optional items include a religious emblem; the State of country of 
birth, death, induction, or domicile; war service; and decorations and 
awards. Military personnel records are carefully checked to verify 
information submitted by the applicant for use in the inscription. 
Under a monetary allowance, the service performed by the Govern- 
ment in establishing the authenticity and accuracy of inscriptional 
data is not provided for. 

If it is desired by the Congress that an allowance be provided for 
persons who prefer to erect markers of their own choice rather than 
use the distinctive Government markers, it is believed that certain 
changes in the wording of the proviso of the bill would be necessary to 
obviate operational difficulties. First, as suggested in the Depart- 
ment of the Army report that the proviso of H. R. 1302 be reworded 
to read: 

Provided, That the Secretary of Defense receive proper proof that there has beer 
purchased and erected a marker or headstone for the grave of such deceased 
person. 

This rewording adds assurance that the allowance can be provided in 
those instances where neither executor nor administrator of an estate, 
nor a next of kin exists, and also adds assurances that the grave has 
been marked in consonance with the objectives of the act of July 1, 
1948. Second, as suggested in the Department of the Army report 
that there be added to the proviso that— 

Provided further, That no monetary allowance be made in lieu of headstones, 
markers, or monuments which were purchased prior to the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

This modification would preclude retroactive payments of the mone- 
tary allowance where purchases of the headstone or marker was made 
prior to the date of enactment of the legislation. 

With respect to recommendations of the Bureau of the Budget, 
the Department of the Army concurs in the amendment to— 
Provided that the amount of the monetary allowance authorized shall not exceed 
the cost of providing a Government headstone as determined annually by the 
Secretary of the Army. 

If this proviso is adopted, however, it would not be clear, under the 
language of the bill, as to what amount will be payable in the event 
the cost of furnishing a Government headstone or marker is determined 
to be in excess of $25. To clarify this inconsistency, it is recom- 
mended that the suggested proviso be included in the bill and that the 
$25 limitation be deleted therefrom. The Department of the Army 
also concurs in the amendment recommended by the Bureau of the 
Budget to— 

Prohibit payment of an allowance in connection with burials in national cemeteries 
where use or private headstones is not authorized. 


With respect to the recommendation to— 


Provide, if deemed appropriate in the light of all the relevant factors, for pay- 
ment of the monetary allowance by the Veterans’ Administration as part of the 
burial allowance paid by that agency for the expense of burial of deceased 
veterans— 
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the following considerations are submitted which will pose operational 
difficulties by having two separate agencies administering what 
amounts to a common program. 

(a) Continuous coordination between the Veterans’ Administration 
and the Army would be required to determine whether the last service 
of the deceased terminated honorably prior to payment by the 
Veterans’ Administration of any burial allowance which would include 
the cost of a headstone or marker. A determination that the deceased’s 
last service terminated honorably is a condition of eligibility for 
furnishing a Government headstone or marker and would also obtain 
in the furnishing of a monetary allowance. A discharge other than 
dishonorable is a condition of eligibility in furnishing the burial allow- 
ance given by the Veterans’ Administration. The same coordination 
would be employed in assuring that both a monetary allowance and a 
Government headstone or marker are not furnished with reference 
to the same decedent. 

(b) Since payment of the monetary allowance is predicated upon 
proof of purchase and erection of a headstone or marker, payment of 
such allowance simultaneous with a burial allowance would delay 
considerably the payment of the burial allowance beyond the time 
now normally taken for payment thereof, particularly if weather 
conditions existed which prevented erection of a headstone or marker 
immediately after date of death. 

(c) In view of the above comments, the administrative costs of 
dual responsibility for a common program would undoubtedly be 
increased. 

The estimated fiscal effect of H. R. 1302 as given in the Department 
of the Army report of June 29, 1954, in the amount of approximately 
$1,600,000 was based upon the $25 allowance specified in the bill. 
Should the amount be restricted to that of the current cost of a head- 
stone, as recommended by the Bureau of the Budget ($21.43 for fiscal 
year 1955) the fiscal effect would be approximately $1,250,000. 
Accordingly, the additional direct cost over the amount budgeted for 
the fiscal year 1955, $2,124,000, represents an increase of approxi- 
mately 59 per cent. 

That concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. I will be 
happy to answer any such questions as you may have. 

Mr. Jounson. I do not quite get the last observation in the last 
sentence. Up above, you say that the amount in the Army report of 
June 29, 1954, is approximately $1,600,000, based on the $25 allowance. 
Then you say should the amount be restricted to that of the current 
cost of a headstone, as recommended by the Bureau of the Budget, 
it would be only $1,250,000, because they can buy them cheaper than 
$25. Where did you get the $2,124,000? 

Colonel Marrz. The $2,124,000 is the present budget for the fiscal 
year 1955, which has been appropriated by the Congress for furnishin 
markers in kind. That is the amount of money which was budget 
for, and appropriated by the Congress for the expenses of fiscal year 
1955. 

Mr. Jounson. In other words, 59 percent above what the bill would 
provide? 

Colonel Marrz. No, sir. It would require an additional 59 percent 
over and above this $2 million if this bill is passed. May I explain 
the point? 
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Mr. Ducanper. Yes, if you will, just explain that to the committee. 

Colonel Marrz. There are two reasons, sir, as to why the cost would 
be increased under the bill as originally written. One is that the $25 
allowed was a little higher than the actual cost to the Government 
during the fiscal year 1954, which was $20.91. The contract price for 
the fiscal year 1955 has increased over the cost for 1954 so it will now 
be $21.43. So there is a small element of increased cost due to the 
difference between the cost to the Government and the actual $25. 

Now the second largest element of cost, which will be represented 
by the $1,250,000, which we have estimated would still be required 
o addition to our present appropriation is based on the following 
act: 

At the present time the approximately $2 million in our present 
appropriation will provide for furnishing of all markers for which 
we expect to get applications during the coming fiscal vear, including 
the backlog which we had carried over from the past fiscal year due 
to lack of appropriation. 

That is the cost of providing markers for all applications which we 
receive. 

However, there are many families of m:ny veterens who never apply 
for a Government marker 

The money represented in this $2 million will provide for approxi- 
mately 99,000 headstones which we anticipate we will be called on to 
furnish under the present legislation as it now exists. 

Based upon the number of veterans who do not apply for a head- 
stone in kind but who do apply for a burial allowance from the Vet- 
erans’ Administration, we estimate that we will receive requests from 
157,000 families of veterans during the coming vear for either the 
monetary allowance or the headstone in kind. 

Mr. Jounson. I get it now. You have a bigger group now? 

Colonel Martz. Yes. In other words, we feel every family of 
veterans who now applies to the Veterans’ Administration for a burial 
allowance would also ask for the headstone allowance if it were passed. 

Mr. Jounson. I understand it. 

Colonel Martz. So the Veterans’ Administration tells us that 81.9 
percent of all veterans on their rolls apply for a burial allowance, so 
we apply the same percentage to all the veterans dying whom we do 
not now provide a marker for. It means we are going to have the 
additional request from those people which would cost us, approxi- 
mately one and a quarter million dollars more than our present appro- 
priations. 

Mr. Jonnson. Is the Army in accord with the principle of Mr. 
Reams’ bill? 

Colonel Marrz. The Army has taken the position, as we stated in 
our report, that we neither favor nor oppose the bill. There are 
arguments on both sides of the question, certain arguments which Mr. 
Reams presented, also. I have tried to present a number of difficul- 
ties in administering the bill, incuding comments on the recommenda- 
tions of the Bureau of the Budget which we had not previously com- 
mented on, and also pointing out the increased cost to the Govern- 
ment. 

We feel that in view of all these factors if the Congress feels that we 
should request the additional appropriations, that we would be doing 
a greater service to the families of veterans. We are the agents of 
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Congress and we are willing to do what the Congress deems best in 
that respect. 

Mr. Jounson. I want to present this problem to you. There are 
some people who want to be cremated. Under Mr. Reams’ bill is it 
your opinion that in the event a mother, say, wanted her son cremated 
me could apply the $25 to buy the proper kind of a container for the 
ashes? 

Colonel Martz. I do not believe that would be permissible under 
the bill as worded. Mr. Reams’ bill specifies that the allowance will 
be paid only if upon proper proof a marker has been obtained, which 
would mean, as we interpret the bill, that money could not be spent 
for anything other than a marker. 

Mr. Jounson. The thinking is with reference to having a proper 
marker on the headstone. That is the intention of the nay? 

Colonel Marrz. Yes. We are going back to our present Public 
Law 671, upon which we have based all of our operations. It is the 
intent that the grave of every veteran be marked; and, secondly, the 
Army’s position has been for a number of years that it should be a 
distinctive marker. That was one element I wished to bring out, 
and one element we would be getting away from if this bill were 
adopted. 

Mr. Bray. You raised quite a few questions here which I didn’t 
try to keep entirely in mind, but are you ready at this time, read 
to offer possible amendments which would cure those defects whic 
you mentioned? 

Colonel Marrz. Several of the proposals which I repeated here 
this morning are in the official report from the Secretary of the Army, 
which I believe is in the hands of the committee. 

Mr. Ducanper. I have it, sir. 

Colonel Marrz. I brought out 1 or 2 other items from the Bureau 
of the Budget which had not been commented on previously. 

Mr. Bray. Does the Bureau of the Budget merely point out 
certain conditions which this would tend to bring about, do they 
oppose it, do they take any view on the matter at all? 

Colonel Martz. Your question will be answered, sir, on page 3 
of the report of the Secretary of the Army at the top of the page 
where it reads: 

This report has been coordinated with the Department of Defense. In 
accordance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense, the Bureau 
of the Budget advises, while there is no objection to the presentation to the 
committee of such report on H. R. 1302 as the Department of the Army deems 
appropriate, if it is to be favorably considered the Bureau recommends that 
the bill be amerded. 

Then it lists the three items which I commented on previously. 

In other words, it appears the Bureau of the Budget has taken 
no stand either in favor or against the bill. 

Mr. Bray. They provide “The amount of the headstone does not 
exceed,’’ et cetera. You are paying $21 per headstone. This, then, 
does cost about $4 more? 

Colonel Marrz. That is correct. That was the difference between 
the $1,600,000 which we had in the original report, based on the $25, 
and the million and a quarter if we paid only what the actual cost 
to the Government is. 
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Mr. Ducanper. There are some figures here difficult to reconcile. 
The Veterans’ Administration reports that in fiscal year 1954, and 
they say they got this information from the Quartermaster General, 
103,633 headstones were actually furnished, and that 104,380 people 
died during that same period who would be eligible. That is a dif- 
ference of only 747 people who would under the bill be in a position 
to apply for the difference. 

What I am trying to reconcile is your figure of 157,000 who would 
apply next year when you had only 104,000 dying in fiscal year 1954. 
Do you expect more to die in fiscal year 1955? 

Colonel Marrz. There are several factors involved there, Mr. 
Ducander. I don’t know if I can answer them all just off the cuff. 
We have a carryover of about 19,000 applications for markers and 
headstones on hand as of July 1 for which we did not have sufficient 
funds in fiscal 1954, for which we do have funds this year. 

The figures we have were based on the fact that the VA gave us 
the figure that the estimated veterans’ deaths in fiscal year 1955 
was 152,000. Therefore I cannot reconcile their statement here of 
104,000. 

Mr. Ducanper. They said they got the information from the 
Quartermaster General’s Division. 

Colonel Martz. That was the number of applications we actually 
received and processed. That is not the number of people who died. 

Mr. Ducanper. Reading from the report: 

It has been informally ascertained from the Office of the Quartermaster General, 
Department of the Army, that during the fiscal year 1954, 103,633 headstones 
were actually furnished, and that it 1s estimated that there were 104,380 decedents 
during that period. 

Colonel Marrz. I cannot reconcile that figure. There must be an 
error in the 104,000. 

Mr. Bray. Colonel, you figured here that everyone now would 
have to take the allowance instead of the headstone. By this bill 
you can take either, could you not? 

Colonel Marrz. That is correct. 

Mr. Bray. But the figures of additional cost you give would assume 
everyone would take the $25 instead. Is that right? 

Colonel Marrz. No, sir. We estimated that approximately 50 
percent of the people who now get markers for private cemeteries 
would probably ask for the monetary allowance rather than the 
marker. As the bill originally was written that also would cost some 
extra money. 

However, if the recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget to 
base the cost upon actual cost is taken into consideration, it makes no 
difference whether the person applied for the cash or the marker in 
kind. 

Mr. Bray. I misunderstood you. So in arriving at the figures you 
did you estimated 50 percent would ask for the money and 50 percent 
for the marker? 

Colonel Marrz. That is true, of our present customers, so to speak. 
But that amount will make no difference if the bill is amended to make 
the allowance the actual cost to the Government. 

Mr. Bray. We don’t want to be extravagant, but $25 certainly is 
not a trenedously high amount to pay for the marker of a soldier’s 
grave. 
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Colonel Marrz. Certainly that amount is very small so far as the 
cost of markers on the commercial market is concerned, so far as the 
family going out and buying an individual marker. Of course they 
cannot buy one as cheaply as the Government can when we buy under 
competitive contracts in large quantities. 

Mr. Bray. If the committee does recommend this bill I would not 
be in favor of saying that we will give the family $21.03. Ithink that 
is ridiculous even though the Bureau of the Budget did recommend it. 

Colonel Marrz. If the cost fluctuated from year to year, I think 
they were trying to provide that the cost to the Government be the 
same, whether a family applied for either the cash or a marker in kind. 
I believe that was their intent. 

Mr. Bray. It didn’t sound that way, though. It seems silly to fix 
the price at $19 and so many cents. 

Colonel Marrz. I believe the intention, Congressman Bray, is that 
the money not be specified in the bill but stated so that it would not 
exceed the cost to the Government as determined annually by the 
Secretary of the Army, so that the cost would be adjusted from year 
to year as an administrative matter and the bill would not have to 
be amended if costs went up drastically or if they were lowered dras- 
tically, say 3 or 4 years from now. 

Mr. Wrvysteap. How often do you receive bids for these markers? 

Colonel Martz. We let contracts on an annual basis. 

Mr. Wrinstreap. Manufacturers of markers will know what you 
have been paying each year. Is that correct? 

Colonel Martz. That is right. It is well publicized. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. And every person who wishes to do so has an 
opportunity to submit their bids to the Government for these markers? 

Colonel Martz. That is right. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. I have no one in my district who manufactures 
markers, but I have a communication here from the former State 
commander of the VFW who points out there is one concern who sold 
markers to the Government for $16.50 and they charge the public $55 
for those same markers. 

I am wondering if we were to allow $25—and if we allowed an 
amount it shouldn’t be less than $25—but do we know for certain you 
can get as good a marker as this mentioned here? 

In other words, this is an involved affair. We are interested in the 
marker of the deceased veteran and not so much an allotment to some 
member of the family. I know we have had complications with this 
in the past which probably needs some correction. But we had better 
study this closely or we are opening the door to a lot of confusion, 

Also a further communication states that a good many of the 
markers have been replaced and the manufacturer admits he has 
replaced a number. Then later they decide they want a different 
marker. They just change their mind after the marker is placed 
there. 

Do you have any figures which would show anything at all about 
that? 

Colonel Marrz. We have so specific statistics or figures which 
could bear out that point, but we do try to keep an ear to the ground 
from various members of the Quartermaster Corps on duty in various 
places in the United States. We ask the superintendents of our national 
cemeteries, in their business relationships with the private cemeteries 


| 


5797 


in the vicinity, to discuss their mutual problems and to furnish us 
with inforinal information which might be of sssistance in adminis- 
tering the public laws the way they are now written. 

We have had some reports of the thing that Mr. Reams mentioned 
earlier. On some occasions they say, ‘The marker is not accepted 
upon arrival,” or “It has been replaced,” or something of that sort 
has happened. But generally speaking our reports and records in 
that respect have shown that to be rather a limited extent. 

Our information, of course, is not nationwide. We do not check 
every cemetery in the United States because that is impossible. But 
it has been the feeling of our people, in administering the program, 
that while there are some of the instances which Mr. Reams has 
brought to the committee’s attention, it is our feeling it is not as 
prevalent as was indicated. 

It is difficult to get proof on something like that and I make that 
as a passing comment. We feel the majority of the people are what 
you might call satisfied customers. 

Mr. Wrnstrap. You have someone to inspect these markers, 
though, do you not? When you deal with certain manufacturers—— 

Colonel Marrz. Each and every marker is individually inspected 
at the time of manufacture at the contractor’s plant. Whoever has 
the contract to inscribe the marker, we have 5 men there whose 
average experience in this field is some 35 years of experience as stone- 
masons or those in the marble or granite business. They are full- 
time representatives there and they do inspect each and every indi- 
vidual marker prior to its being shipped to the family or the next of 
kin. Therefore, so far as the markers themselves are concerned we 
have no qualms as to the quality or correctness of the information 
that is on the markers. 

From 100,000 markers occasionally 1 may slip through with a wrong 
letter. If that happens we correct the situation. 

Mr. Wrinsreap. How many different contracts do you have at the 
present time? 

Colonel Martz. We have 11 different contracts at the present time 
which represent 9 different firms. 

Mr. Winsteap. What is the maximum amount you have to pay 
to any one of the contractors? 

Colonel Marrz. Using, for example, the upright marble headstone, 
which is the general-type stone which is perhaps most common, our 
contracts this year ran $21.10. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. Is that your maximum? 

Colonel Martz. That is the minimum. 

Excuse me, minimum is $20.45. 

The second contractor is $21.11. The third contractor is $20.80. 
The highest is $21.25. 

The bids range from $20.45 to $21.25. Those are the firms to whom 
we actually awarded the contracts. 

I don’t have the information here as to what the highest bid was 
that we received, but is was considerably more than that. 

Mr. Winsteap. Do you have statistics which would show how 
many bids you did receive? 

Colonel Marrz. Invitations for competitive bidding for 1955 
requirements were issued on the 3d of May to 117 prospective sup- 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


5798 


pliers. Copies of these invitations were distributed for display in 
public places and published in the various trade journals. 

Of the 117 invitations issued, 21 proposals were received. The 
bids were opened on the Ist of June and awards of contracts made as 
a result of the proposals received. 

Mr. Winsreap. Do you have the maximum bids? 

Colonel Marrz. We had a maximum bid, for example, on the flat 
marble markers, where the maximum bid was $89. The lowest 
successful bidder was $14.75 as to that particular marker. 

Mr. Winsreap. Requirements were the same? 

Colonel Marrz. Identical, yes. 

Mr. Jounson. As to defects, your inspectors see that they carry 
out the specifications? 

Colonel Marrz. That is correct. 

Mr. Jounson. I would like to ask you this: Who is the one who 
makes the initial design of these markers? Is that done by the 
Army or do you hire that done by some civilian? 

Colonel Marrz. That has been done by a combination of a number 
of people, sir. The Secretary of the Army has responsibility under 
the law for determining the various designs. 

The research and development element of the Office of the Quarter- 
master General, together with information received from the Bureau 
of Standards, from the Philadelphia Testing Laboratories, they have 
jointly arrived at the specifications insofar as the detailed quality 
of the stone is concerned. 

The form itself was adopted first for the Civil War marker way 
back shortly after the Civil War. I don’t know exactly what year 
it was. It was used during the Civil War and for the Spanish- 
American War. 

About the time of World War I the present general upright type 
of marker was designed as being distinctive from the Civil War and 
Spanish-American War markers. That is the upright marker pres- 
ently in use and has been used for all veterans from World War I 
up to date. 

The development of the flat granite markers was first adopted as 
a result some years ago, probably 10 years ago, I don’t know the exact 
history, as the result of requests from families who had veterans buried 
in the park type of cemetery which is gaining favor in many sections 
of the United States, wherein no upright markers of any type are 
permitted in the cemetery. All markers must be flat and flush with 
with the ground. 

To meet that need we designed the flat granite marker which has 
met with acceptance for that particular purpose. 

Mr. Jounson. You have two kinds of stone there, marble and 
granite. Have you any other kinds of stone? 

Colonel Marrz. Not stone. 

I was ebout to say, we got into the field of flat bronze markers to 
meet the requests of the families who had burials in the new park-type 
cemeteries where only bronze was permitted. 

Mr. Jounson. I was thinking also of the shape of them, whether 
they are square cornered, whether the top is rounded. Who decides 
those problems? 

Colonel Marrz. That problem was decided basically with the De- 
partment of the Army with the advice and assistance from various 
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people, letters available, from users, from cemetery people, from 
Congress, and so on at the time a change was decided upon. 

Mr. Jonnson. Your Department does that and it is submitted to 
the Secretary for his approval. If he says it is O. K. you go ahead 
and do that? 

Colonel Marrz. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. What about the words, dates and things such as 
that? Are they prescribed by you, also? 

Colonel Marrz. We prescribed certain items which mest be re- 
quired. The only items we require-—— 

Mr. Jonnson. Why don’t you put the requirements in the record 
if you have them? 

Colonel Marrz. They were included in my original statement. 
Perhaps in the mass of material it was overlooked. I will repeat that 
phase of it, sir. 

The required items for inscription include the name, the grade or 
rating, and the organization. The optional items include a religious 
emblem, the State or country of birth, death, induction or domic ile, 
the war service of the individual, and his awards and decorations. 

As I mentioned in another paragraph, those are the items which 
normally go on the Government markers. We do not object to 
additional information being put on by the families if space permits. 

However, the size of the marker is such that usually it is pretty 
well filled up if they add all of these optional items. 

Mr. Jounson. Is this a correct statement: That substantially these 
types of headstones have been the same from the Civil War down to 
the present time? If there is a difference what is the difference? 

Colonel Marrz. If you look at the application form in front of 
you now, there is a delineation of types. 

Mr. Jonunson. There is one granite, one bronze, and then an 
upright type which is a little different at the top. 

Are those the differences you talk about? 

Colonel Marrz. Yes, sir. 

The present upright marker was finally approved by General 
Pershing in 1922. That is the date that that present general type 
was adopted. It was recommended by him and approved by the 
Secretary of the Army. That is the basis for that present general 
type marker which is still in use. 

Mr. Jounson. Everybody has the choice of their religious emblem, 
of course? 

Colonel Marrz. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. Insofar as cost is concerned, can the subcommittee 
understand that if the bill is passed in its present form the Department 
of the Army will have to request, that is it is your estimate that the 
Department of the Army will have to request, additional appropria- 
tions for fiscal year 1955 in the amount of $1,600,000? 

Colonel Marrz. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. If the bill is amended in conformance with the 
Bureau of the Budget recommendations, it is your estimate that the 
Department of the Army will have to request additional appropria- 
tions for fiscal year 1955 in the amount of $1,250,000? 

Colonel Marrz. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is all. 
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Colonel Martz. I might make one more comment to that. Those 
estimates are based on the Army continuing to administer the program. 
If the third recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget, relative to 
having the Veterans’ Administration paying some of these allowances 
are concerned, we can make no estimate as to what would happen to 
the administrative costs. We feel certain between the cost to the 
Veterans’ Administration and the cost to the Department of the Army 
there would be increased cost. 

Mr. Ducanper. You also feel if the bill is enacted in its present 
form your administrative costs will go up. Is that true? 

Colonel Martz. In the present form? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes. 

Colonel Martz. They probably will go up slightly. It is difficult 
to answer that particular point. 

Mr. Ducanperr. You said the Department of the Army stated that 
in its report? 

Colonel Martz. Due to this increased business. 

Mr. Ducanper. Congressman Reams thought the administrative 
cost would go down. 

Colonel Martz. Yes. In the case where we will furnish an allow- 
ance we would not have the work of checking on the inscription. 
Whether a man was a corporal, a sergeant, or a second lieutenant, 
that wouldn’t be done. We have to do that now. It is surprising 
where a man’s grade comes in as a lieutenant and we find out a 
corporal was the highest grade he ever held. 

Mr. Jounson. Are we to understand this: If the Reams bill is 
passed, a mother, father or any other relation interested in the deceased 
soldier can get $25 and he can add to it as much as he wants to and 

ut one of these stones in a private cemetery, or do you dictate what 
e shall put on there as to rank, and so on? 

Colonel Martz. We have not interpreted the bill as to mean we 
would have anything to say what goes on the marker. 

Mr. Winsteap. Is there any requirement as to what kind of a 
marker they can put there? If they accept the $25 there must be a 
certain minimum requirement. 

Mr. DucanpeEr. Phat is on the last two lines of the bill, is it not, 
Colonel? 

Mr. Reams. Before you pass that entirely I would like to have 
another word to say. There have been several misinterpretations so 
far as I am concerned by the colonel. I am sure they are inadvertent. 
That is one of them. 

Certainly the duty of the Army under the bill is to check whether 
or not that man is a corporal, a lieutenant, or a general, and certainly 
these other things referred to are in the bill. 

Mr. Jounson. May I interrupt you, Mr. Reams? 

It seems to me that you have, in the last sentence: 

Provided, That the Secretary of Defense receives from the administrator or the 
executor of the estate or next of kin proper proof that there has been purchased 


and received a marker or headstone chosen by the next of kin, * * * which will 
conform with monumental work in the family plot or those in the vicinity. 


In other words, he could put one in a private cemetery of any kind 
that he wanted? 

Mr. Reams. That is right. That is one of the purposes of it. The 
point is to have this marker as the grave of a man who has had mili- 
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tary service. He might have an heroic-size statue of himself if that 
is the family’s wish. 

Mr. Jounson. That is my interpretation. That is your interpre- 
pretation, also? 

Mr. Reams. Yes. 

Mr. Jonnson. Does that have the approval of the Quartermaster 
General and the Secretary of the Army, Colonel? 

Colonel Martz. As we interpret the bill, sir, we felt the only thing 
we were required to do was to receive proof that a marker or head- 
stone was sy -9°9 and that the money was not spent for some other 
purpose. e did not interpret this to mean that the Secretary of 
the Army would have responsibility to determine whether the marker 
that was erected did poms sen to the monumental work of the family 
or those in the vicinity. 

Mr. Reams. I would like to ask the committee to let me offer an 
amendment to correct that situation, because certainly there is noth- 
ing further from my idea than the fact that the Army should not have 
a minimum requirement of what goes on there with reference to the 
military service of the man whose grave is marked. 

Mr. Winsteap. The minimum? 

Mr. Reams. They will prescribe the minimum. 

Then there is something else here about payment of such other 
allowances which simultaneously with the burial allowance would 
delay considerably the burial allowance beyond that time. 

There is nothing in here which states “‘erection.’”” You do not find 
the word “erection” in the bill, do you? 

Colonel Martz. That was one of our recommendations, that the 
word “erection” be added due to the fact there have been some com- 
plaints we have furnished markers and then no one paid the cost of 
erecting them, so they are still sitting in the back end of the cemetery 
because no one had them erected. 

It was our thought by recommending the word “erection’”’ we then 
would have proof that the marker already was actually procured, 
purchased, and erected. That was our thinking in that suggestion. 

Mr. Reams. I feel it is somewhat impractical to require actual 
erection. That is why I took it out of the original bill. It would 
do just what you complain of here. If weather conditions were 
bad it would delay the erection of the monument. In most large 
parks erection is not normally in the wintertime. But I think you 
could be protected there. 

I think percentage of erection would run a good deal higher than 
the percentage of erections that you have now, if what I see around 
the cemeteries is correct. That would be my judgment. 

Mr. CuarrMan, may I ask another question before the Colonel 
leaves the stand? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, Mr. Reams. 

Mr. Reams. I am not sure, and it is in the best of faith, the figure 
of $21.43 for the fiscal year. I would like to know what that figure 
includes. 

Is that just the net contract cost of the average of the 4 different 
types or 5 different types of markers? 

Colonel Martz. That is the cost, the average cost of our present 
contracts plus our average transportation cost from the point of 
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fabrication of the marker to the point of delivery. Delivery cost is 
$3.15 per marker at the present time. 

The $21.43 does represent $3.15 for transportation, and the balance 
for the average cost of our present contracts to the contractors. 

Mr Reams. Average cost of the marker itself is $3.15—— 

Colonel Martz. Transportation. 

Mr. Reams. Less than $21.43? 

Colonel Marrz. That is correct. 

Mr. Reams. What is the cost of the bronze marker? 

Colonel Martz. That,is the average cost of all markers. 

Mr. Reams. What is the cost of the bronze marker? 

Colonel Marrz. Our lowest bid for bronze markers this year was 
$17.10 and the second bidder was $17.16. 

Mr. Reams. I don’t mean the bid. What did you pay for it? 

Colonel Marrz. That is what we are paying now starting with the 
ist of July 

Last year we had within contractor to whom we paid $20-some cents, 
and another around $24, so our bronze contractors came down con- 
siderably in their price in our 1955 contracts over what we had paid 
last year. 

Mr. Reams. What is the most expensive marker that you purchase? 

Colonel Martz. Most expensive bronze would be $17.60 and the 
highest for the standard upright marble marker would be $21.25. 

{r. Jounson. We have some other witnesses here. This might set 

the pattern for what would go on for a million or more stones. 

We had better call the other witnesses. 

We would like to hear these other witnesses, Mr. Reams, and have 
vou sit in on this discussion if you wish. 

Mr. Ducanprer. The next witness is Mr. Robert Graham, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Jounson. Proceed, Mr. Graham. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT GRAHAM 


Mr. Granam. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I should like to make 
a statement. Following that I should be happy to answer any 
questions that I can. 

Mr. Jounson. This is your statement? 

Mr. Granam. That is correct. 

Mr. Jonnson. You may proceed. 

Mr. Granam. The legislative committee, which is a standing com- 
mittee of the Monument Builders of America, Inc., the only national 
association of monument retailers, wishes to present its views on 
H. R. 1302. 

The purpose of this bill is to give the next of kin of a veteran a choice 
between a Government marker or a monetary allowance to be applied 
on a marker of their own choosing. It is not our intent to discourage 
the use of Government markers. 

We believe that the passing of this bill will serve the following when 
the monetary allowance is chosen: 

1. Allow the party selecting the marker to choose a marker for the 
veteran that will match, or can later be matched by markers or 
monuments on the family plot. 

2. Eliminate the discarding of Government markers now received 
and erected that are removed from the veterans’ graves annually 
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because of nonconformity with the surrounding markers or other 
markers on the lot, inadequate inscriptions, or inferior lettering in 
comparison with those on the lot. We have sufficient evidence to 
prove that great numbers of Government markers are discarded. 

3. Remove the objection to Government markers by cemeteries 
where the Government marker does not conform to cemetery regu- 
lations. 

4. Remove the monotonous uniformity in the cemetery of mass- 
production Government markers. 

5. Allow an appropriate inscription without limitation on markers 
selected by the next of kin. 

6. Permit the veteran to be remembered by his relatives and 
acquaintances as a civic-minded family man as well as soldier or 
military man. The number of years of most veterans in most 
military service is short compared with their life as a civilian. 

7. Take the Government out of business and reduce administration 
costs. 

8. Decentralize business from Washington to the local level. 

9. Allow the order for the marker to be placed with a private, 
individual, tax-paying local firm. 

10. Reduce administration costs because the issuing of a check 
simplifies the detail work in comparison with the present method of 
assimilating information, ordering, shipping, and assuring delivery 
of the veteran’s marker. 

11. It will allow the provision of a marker or monument that will 
be adequate to properly commemorate the life of a citizen who has 
served his country well, not only in a military manner but also as a 
loyal citizen in his community, State, and Nation. We believe, in 
this country, that each person is a free and distinctive individual and 
not a member of a collective group, therefore the marker commem- 
orating his life should have individual taste and not be of identical 
pattern. 

May I also point out that the getting of an option for a monetary 
allowance will not in any way interfere with the objective of the 
Government to provide Government markers for unmarked graves, 
which we believe is a fine objective, but will further that objective 
because it will receive greater cooperation on the part of the public, 
Re will result in more veterans’ graves being marked because’ of a 
choice. 

Without criticizing the six types of headstones now supplied, we in 
the monument business know that no mass production can provide 
for selection that will conform to the personal taste for the erection 
in civilian cemeteries. We believe that a proper memorial will allow 
space for sufficient inscriptions giving a complete history of the service 
record—such as the name of the battle and location where the deceased 
was wounded or killed—of the veteran, if he died in the service. 

For those entering civilian life after their service has ended, we 
believe that the civilian activities and services to the communit 
should be permanently recorded in an adequate inscription with sew. | 
symbolism as the next of kin desires. 

The passage of this bill will eliminate the wasteful discarding of 
thousands of veterans’ markers that are in many instances broken up 
and used in the foundation of an appropriate memorial. 

We sincerely urge the passage of this bill. 


5804 


Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Chairman? 

I would like to ask Mr. Graham this: He has heard the estimates of 
cost by the Department of the Army. Do you agree that the cost of 
the bill will be in the neighborhood of $1.6 million if it is passed in its 
present form? 

Mr. Grauam. Based on my experience of 38 years in this business, 
in the retail business, I cannot go along with that estimate. I think 
he is altogether too optimistic. 

For the reasons that have been brought out by several of these dis- 
courses here, many folks will want to continue to use this Government 
marker, because many private cemeteries donate a certain amount of 
ground for the Civil War veterans, for the Spanish War veterans, for 
the World War I veterans and for the World War II veterans. In 
those areas in this private cemeteries they require the Government 
marker. In other words, they have to harmonize. All markers must 
be Government markers in those particular areas. 

Now, take the family that has made some rather unusual prepara- 
tion on its plot in the cemetery, where there have their private ideas 
carried out in the memorial, on the markers for the individual graves. 
The Government marker, of course, just does not conform in any 
case, and they prefer something which conforms to what is already 
there. Maybe, also, where they are even starting out with a soldier’s 
grave they have different ideas as to the type of marker they prefer 
over anything that the Government offers. In that case that in- 
dividual will probably take advantage of this monetary allowance. 

But I quite disagree with the gentleman on his estimate. 

Mr. Ducanper. Since you disagree with the estimate of the Depart- 
ment of the Army, can you offer an estimate of your own or of your 
association as to the cost of the bill? 

Mr. Grauam. I will base it on my own experience. I have had 
rather wide experience in this connection. 

I would say if there are 15 percent of the people who are now 
entitled to that consideration who take advantage of this monetary 
allowance, I think that is being liberal. 

Mr. Jonnson. Do you not concur with Mr. Reams’ idea that 
whatever the family wants to do, if the Government gives $25 toward 
it, that would produce the individuality you are seeking? 

Mr. Granam. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Jonnson. Do you think that is a reasonable amount to give to 
a deceased soldier? 

Mr. Granam. If I may say so, Mr. Chairman, my personal convic- 
tions are that this whole marker setup of the Government is wholly 
inadequate to properly mark the respect for any man who has offered 
his life to his country. I think it is wholly inadequate. But that is 
not what we are here for today, what I think about that. 

I certainly do not go along with the type of marker and the type of 
lettering involved. it is so shallow. The lettering is not done the 
way it should be, even on the stones that are furnished, to be per- 
manent and enduring for all time. They just will not be. 

Mr. Jounson. Is it your idea that the Army’s activity in this since 
the Civil War was designed primarily for aihieny cemeteries and is 
not adapted to private cemeteries? 

Mr. Granam. There is not any question about that, Mr. Chairman. 
It is obvious. 
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Over here in Arlington, or in any Government cemetery, or in your’ 
foreign cemeteries, where your soldiers are buried, that is true, but 
in the private cemeteries it just is not practical. 

Mr. Winsteap. I would like to ask one question. 

I am in accord with the thinking as to some adjustment on this. 
There is one thing that worries me, and that is this: | have figures here 
where the Government buys for $16.50 markers that cost the public $55. 
As I understood the testimony this morning, the reason we have so 
many discarded markers is that the families at particular stages will 
sign up for those markers without much thought. 

Mr. Grauam. That is right. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. How would you keep those families from being 
contacted by high-pressured salesmen who would probably say ‘The 
Government will ay you $25. You make just minor changes and we 
will sell you this for $45 or $55.” 

How in the world will we handle the great mass of people on that 
deal? Will we open the door so that every deceased veteran’s family 
will be contacted, when they say, ‘The Government will allow you 
$25, but if you will buy this type of marker we will let you have it for 
$40, and it is much nicer.”’ It may be or it may not be. 

There is a lot of meiit to what we are talking about, as to having 
this done, but I think there is a lot of merit to giving some protection 
to that great mass of people who are liable to take the $25 and add 
some of their own money to it, and still have no better marker, where 
we will have every type of marker conceivable in every cemetery in 
this country. 

I do not know how you can protect that great mass of people on 
that score. 

Mr. Granam. Congressman Winstead, in the first place —— 

Mr. Winsteap. The only point I am making is that some of you 
who advocate it, if we change this, should help give them protection. 

Mr. Granam. That is right. They are entitled to protection and 
we want them to have it. There is no objection to that. 

The point is that in all the cemeteries the foundation cost for these 
markers, depending on the cemetery, runs from $10 to $25 or even $30. 
The family receiving the marker must pay considerably more for the 
foundation, plus picking it up at the freight station and setting it, 
which the average family is not equipped to do, so they must hire it 
done. That cost can average anywhere from $5 to $15, plus the foun- 
dation, so that you can see that here is anywhere from $30 to $45, we 
will say, of cost that the family at the other end has to put up in order 
to set the marker which they buy for $21 or $22. 

Mr. Winsteap. It seems to me that part of the purpose of this 
whole thing is to guarantee a marker to everybody. 

Mr. Granam. That is right. 

Mr. Winsteap. If a person or a family wants a better marker, $25 
is a very small amount of money to be considering to give for a marker. 

Mr. Granam. The basis for arriving at that figure is that it is 
based on the anxiety on the part, I am sure, of Congressmen and all of 
us, not to discriminate. In other words, if they can have a marker for 
$22 or $23, then this bill calls for a monetary allowance of $25. The 
purpose was not to discriminate. 

ou cannot buy the type of marker that the average reliable 
memorial retail dealer sells for anything like that kind of money. 
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Mr. WinsteEap. That is what I say. 

Mr. Granam. But they include in their price the cost of your 
foundation and the cost of delivery and the proper setting of it. 

Here is a suggested amendment, apparently: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense receive ae proof that there has been 

urchased and received an appropriate marker, headstone, or monumental work 
or the grave of such deceased person from an individual or firm approved by the 
Memorial Division of the Office of the Quartermaster General. 

Mr. Winstrap. Now, we have a great many different people making 
claims. Sometimes the parents and the wife of a veteran make a 
claim. If you start granting so much for these markers, will we run 
into the controversy that would still have to be determined and settled 
as to who is entitled to get that? Will we have to check all of these 
records when we get into that? 

Mr. Granam. It is my feeling that the Quartermaster General’s 
Office will set up certain regulations that all people in the selling of 
these markers or memorials will have to conform to, or they will not 
be able to collect. That will involve the proper individual or relative, 
who should be and is responsible for having made the arrangements, 
and those arrangements being properly executed, or the Government 
will not pav. 

Mr. Winsteap. They can prove their identity to satisfy the 
Government? 

Mr. Granam. Absolutely. 

Mr. Bray. That has been worked out very well with the burial 
expenses paid by the Veterans’ Administration. There is never a 
hitch in that. 

Mr. Graunam. No. 

Mr. Bray. Because they take care of that. If this bill is passed 
the monument makers would understand it. 

I would like to make this suggestion. I believe you agree that if 
this bill does go through on that monument there should always be 
sufficient lettering and wording to show that he was a veteran? 

Mr. Granam. A proper inscription. It could not be proper unless 
it did show it. 

Mr. Bray. That is right. 

Mr. Grauam. I have had experience after experience where people 
never even thought of considering this Government marker. The 
family sometimes do not realize the importance of that. I always 
insist upon it. 

Mr. Bray. I certainly would not want the Government to pay 
money for a monument to a veteran and not have it show he is a 
veteran. I know you would not want to do that, either. 

Mr. Granam. No. I think that would be part of the regulations 
of the a General’s Office. 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Chairman? 


Are there any other witnesses from the National Monument 
Builders Association? Mr. Green, do you wish to be heard? 

Mr. Granam. Are you through with me? 

Mr. Jonson. Yes, sir. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Grawam. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. A. L. Green, executive vice president of the 
Monument Builders of America. 


5807 


STATEMENT OF A. L. GREEN, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
MONUMENT BUILDERS OF AMERICA 


Mr. Green. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. JoHnson. You are part of the same organization as Mr. 
Graham; is that correct? 

Mr. Green. I am the executive vice president of the organization. 

Mr. Jounson. Is your testimony going to be identical with his? 

Mr. Green. Not identical, no. 

Mr. Jounnson. Proceed. 

Mr. Green. I would first of all state that most of the amendments 
that Colonel Martz made would be agreeable to my association; for 
instance, the proviso on proper proof and the no-retroactive payments. 
In other words, those who have been deceased in the past could not 
apply now if they have had markers or otherwise. 

We would also agree, I believe, that the monetary allowance be the 
same as the cost of the marker. I wish to dwell on that just a moment, 
for the simple reason that in the discussion here it has been brought 
out that $25 is not adequate to purchase the type marker that many 
would want. However, we do believe that we cannot allow the person 
who accepts the cash to have a greater benefit from the Government 
than the one who accepts the marker. Also, the cost of these markers 
might go up to $30 or $35. If they do, the person who accepts the 
cash should also be allowed the same amount of money as the man 
who accepts the marker. 

Also, we agree that we are not asking that these markers be placed 
in national cemeteries, where the rules require a Government marker. 
If the rules of that cemetery require a Government marker, or if the 
rules of a private cemetery require a Government marker, we consider, 
as Mr. Graham brought out, that the people who bury there certainly 
should abide by the rules of that cemetery. They should know that 
when they bury there. 

I do not believe, however, that this should be handled by anyone 
else except the Memorial Division. The Memorial Division has the 
arrangements now to handle it. It is a matter of issuing a check 
instead of getting the inscription and furnishing the marker and seeing 
it is shipped. I think it should be kept there instead of given to the 
Veterans’ Administration. This is the memorial program, and I 
think that is where it belongs. 

Mr. Jounson. Right there, Colonel: Are you head of the Memo- 
rials Division? 

Colonel Martz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonnson. You are. You speak for that Division of the Army? 

Colonel Marrz. Yes, sir. Our Memorial Division, representing 
the Secretary of the Army. 

Mr. Jonson. You may proceed. 

Mr. Green. A question was asked about the container for ashes, 
and whether this would apply to that. Well, the Memorial Division 
does not now supply a container for ashes, and we are not asking for 
additional benefits here. We are just asking that the next-of-kin 
have a choice. 

Now, it is evident that irregardless of whether this bill passes or 
not each year the Congress is going to be asked for a greater amount 
to supply markers for dece persons, for there are many veterans 
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who are reaching the same age I am reaching, from the First World 
War, and many of those will be passing away each year, in addition 
to this great number of veterans of the Second World War and the 
Korean War. We anticipate that there will be many more markers 
furnished each year, and I believe that Colonel Martz will agree that 
the number has increased during the past few years. Certainly Con- 
gress is going to be faced with a greater appropriation in this. 

I do not believe, however, that this is going to amount to quite as 
much money as the colonel, in good faith, I think, told you, because 
if we are willing to accept the $21.43 which is now the payment, then 
those who are now accepting markers, if they do take the cash allow- 
ance, will mean there would be no change. There is no possible way 
to estimate how many who do not now take a marker will take the 
cash allowance. While there will be some, I do not believe that that 
will be as great as it is anticipated. On that none of us have any 
information and we do not know. 

I base my estimate there, or my thoughts, on having been in the 
monument business since the First World War, until 2 years ago, 
when I took this particular position. 

There was mentioned here: Why does a marker cost the family $55 
when it costs the Government $21.43? Those who wish that type of 
marker—and I am not casting any reflection on it—can take that 
type of marker, but those who wish a better marker should have that 
privilege, and those who wish a different marker, a marker of a differ- 
ent design, should have the privilege of purchasing that marker. 

Many of them wish to have certain emblems on them. For instance, 
if I may quote an example, right after the First World War a veteran 
died who belonged to the American Legion, and the family wished the 
American Legion emblem cut on that marker, which we did. That 
shows he is a veteran of the war. It establishes a record. You do 
not have to put on the company and everything if the family does not 
want it, to establish a record. That American Legion emblem 
establishes it. 

Likewise, we have cut many emblems of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars on a marker. When the Legion or the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars go out, to mark the graves on Memorial Day, those emblems 
establish to them the graves of their former buddies. 

We have also cut the emblems for the Spanish-American War and 
Civil War veterans. ; 

We believe these markers will be adequately inscribed and probably 
will be inscribed in a much more complete manner, because it will 
allow the location of the battle, and maybe a description of the battle 
in which this veteran died, if he died during service. I have as 
evidence here many photographs of memorials that have been erected 
to veterans in which a complete history is given. 

Mr. Jounson. Of what? 

Mr. Green. Of their service record. 

Mr. Jounson. How can you describe a battle on a stone? 

Mr. Green. You describe the location of the battle, the type of 
battle, and so forth. 

Mr. Jounson. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Green. I do not say you describe the actual battle, but we do 
have a great amount of evidence here which you will have the oppor- 
tunity of reviewing, if you care to, which has very many fine pictures. 
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Right out here in Arlington Cemetery you have many fine memorials 
with inscriptions that are beyond what could be put on a small 
marker. 
At the present time there are many of these markers discarded. 
I do not say it is because of the poor quality and so forth, but I am 
saying that when the people get them they do not match the markers 
that are in the surrounding area, and in many places they do not match 
the cemetery regulations, and, therefore, they are somewhat out of 
place. 
Mr. Jounson. Will you indulge an interruption right there? 
Mr. GREEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Jounson. Colonel, have you any figures on that, as to the 
markers that have been discarded and moved and broken and what not? 
Colonel Martz. No, sir. We have no statistics in that respect, sir. 
Mr. Jonnson. Is there anybody here who has any figures on that? 
We have had some comments that that is done on a wholesale scale. 
We would like to find out. 
Mr. Green. May I answer that, Mr. Johnson? 
Mr. Jonnson. Certainly. 
Mr. Green. I think there are no records, because many people are 
reluctant to even report they have discarded the marker. In many 
cases the dealer is asked to break it up and put it in the foundation. 
Certainly the cemetery does not want these markers lying around 
with the veteran’s name on it. Therefore, the marker is usually dis- 
carded, broken up and put into a foundation, or in some other way is 
discarded so that it will not be in sight. 
_ Itis impossible to give you the number on that. I tried to find out 

to a certain extent from the dealers, and I have not been successful in 
getting very much of an answer on it; but I can assure you that there 
are many of them, as we have evidence here. 

Mr. Jounson. The people in the cemeteries would know that, would 
they not? 

Mr. Green. Throughout the United States, Mr. Johnson, I think 
Mr. Gaudian or the other cemetery men here would agree with me that 
there are many fine cemeteries which keep very fine records, but there 
are a great percentage of people buried in church cemeteries, rural 
cemeteries, and cemeteries operated by a cemetery association, where 
there are practically no records or rules. In those cemeteries it is 
impossible to get any type of record even as to the number of veterans 
buried there, let alone the removal of markers. 

We agree that there should be a proof of erection or a proof of 
receipt of this marker and that it will be erected. As Mr. Reams 
pointed out, sometimes in the North in the wintertime this marker 
might arrive in October or November and will not be erected until the 
next spring. Perhaps a signature or something could be worked out 
by the Memorial Division, so that they would know the foundation is 

aid for and the marker would be erected, and that would certainly 

e substantial. We do not think there will be any trouble on that, 
because if the people are putting up additional money they are going 
to see that the monument dealer erects that marker. In most cases 
the monument dealer sells these markers with foundation, erection, 
and everything paid for. 

I do not want to take up more time, unless there are some questions. 
I have some other points, but I will pass over those. 


5810 


Mr. Jounson. Is that all your statement? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir; unless there are questions. 

Mr. JoHNsoN. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Chairman, we have a short statement from 
Mr. F. J. Plimpton, the president of the American Monument 
Association. 

Do you wish to insert that statement for the record, Mr. Plimpton? 


STATEMENT OF F. J. PLIMPTON, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
MONUMENT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Purmpron. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. It will be placed in the record. 

Mr. Puiimpron. This is not a prepared statement. Pardon me. 
I misunderstood you. 

Mr. Ducanper. It is not? 

Mr. Puimpron. No, sir. 

Mr. Ducanprr. Do you want to make a statement to the subcom- 
mittee at this time? 

Mr. Purmpron. Yes; please. 

Iam F. J. Plimpton. I am president of the American Monument 
Association. 

The reason for not preparing a statement, sir, is that this came up 
very suddenly with us. I cleared it by telephone, and the executive 
committee of the association wishes to go on record here as favoring 
the passing of H. R. 1302. The members of the American Monument 
Association are quarriers and finishers of these headstones and markers. 
Many of those members are the ones who bid upon these headstones, 
yet they favor this. 

They favor the Government continuing to provide markers for 
unmarked veterans’ graves to assure that all graves which otherwise 
would not be marked shall be marked. 

They further believe that the family is the center of American life 
and of American tradition—worldwide tradition—and they believe 
that the burial in the family plot should be encouraged. They also 
believe that the individuality of the marker or the monument erected 
out of respect and love and honor to those soldiers and civilians should 
be expressed as that family and the next of kin desire. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Jounson. If you wish to amplify your statement you will have 
the right to do so. It is very clear to me what your views are, and we 
appreciate your testimony. 

Mr. Purmpron. Thank you. 

Mr. Ducanprr. Mr. Douglas Cushman. 


STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS CUSHMAN, PRESIDENT, MONUMENT 
BUILDERS OF AMERICA 


Mr. Cusuman. I am Douglas Cushman. I happen to be presi- 
dent of the Monument Builders of America. 

My only comment will be found in line with that of Congressman 
Van Zandt. I happen to be from Pennsylvania, and in many counties 
in Pennsylvania the idea of a monetary payment in lieu of a marker 
is not unusual. In our adjoining county of Westmoreland it is quite 
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a common practice. If a veteran is interred in a soldier’s plot it is 
presumed that he will have a regulation Government marker. If on 
the other hand he is interred in his family plot then he is allowed as 
much as $50 to be applied toward the purchase of the marker of his 
family’s choice. So the idea is not new. 

Mr. Bray. Just one question. Is that paid for by the county he 
lives in or by the State of Pennsylvania? 

Mr. CusHMan. It is paid by the county in which he lives. 

Mr. Jounson. Is the custom uniform throughout the State? 

Mr. Cusuman. I do not know, Congressman Johnson, whether I 
could answer that honestly. I know that in western Pennsylvania 
there are many. I would say certainly 60 percent of the counties in 
the western part of Pennsylvania pursue that policy. 

To keep the record straight, Allegheny County, for example, does 
not. They insist that the veteran’s family take the veteran’s marker 
or nothing. Again, where they are interred in a soldier’s plot it does 
not seem to be that there is much room for argument, but where they 
are interred in a family plot there is a lot of room for argument. 

That is all I have to say. 

Mr. Jonunson. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Miles Kennedy of the Amer- 
ican Legion. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Kennedy, we are glad to have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF MILES D. KENNEDY, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Kennepy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: My name is 
Miles D. Kennedy. I am the national legislative director of the 
American Legion. 

I have a statement for myself and I also have one, Mr. Chairman, 
from Mr. Mancel Talcott, chairman of our national graves registra- 
tion and memorial committee, who unfortunately could not be here 
in person today. He has asked me to get your permission to either 
read his statement or to have it incorporated in the record, in order to 
save time. 

Mr. Jounson. We would be glad to have it put in the record. 

Mr. Kennepy. Thank you, sir. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF MaNcEL B. Tatcorr, CHAIRMAN NATIONAL GRAVES 
REGISTRATION AND MEMORIAL COMMITTER, THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee. my name is Mancel B. 
Talcott. I am chairman of the national graves registration and memorial com- 
mittee of the American Legion, having served in that capacity continuously since 
our national program was adopted in 1930. I reside at 252 Stanley Avenue, 
Waukegan, 

I would like to express to you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subeom- 
mittee, the thanks and appreciation of our national organization for permitting 
me to appear before you in connection with your deliberations on the bill H. R. 
1302, to authorize the Secretary of Defense to make a monetary allowance in 
lieu of headstones or markers for certain graves. 

Prior to the 1930 national convention of the American Legion there was no 
standard headstone or marker furnished by the Government for the graves of 
deceased, honorably discharged veterans of our Armed Forces which would meet 
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- the requirements of private cemeteries throughout the United States. At our. 


1930 national convention a resolution was duly adopted asking the Government 
to provide a standard headstone and/or marker so that allered discriminations 
pit variations of the many types then in use could be avoided. 

During the interventing years Congress has enacted many laws that have 
helped overcome these objections and the result is that we now have a standard 
uniform marker of either marble, granite, or bronze, that meets the requirements 
of nearly all cemeteries. 

At the May 2-4, 1954, meeting of the national graves registration and memorial 
committee held at Indianapolis, Ind., in conjunction with the internal affairs 
commission of the American Legion, the bill H. R. 1302 was thoroughly discussed; 
proponents of the legislation appeared before us and were mht every oppor- 
tunity to be heard. After giving the matter careful consideration, the internal 
— — of the American Legion went on record as opposing the bill 

. R. 1302. 

The bill was opposed by our commission members because it would result in a 
lack of uniformity of headstones or markers that the American Legion has been 
striving to accomplish for the past 24 years. Furthermore, it is our opinion there 
is nothing in the bill to assure the next of kin of the deceased veteran that a marker 
of equal value to the one now furnished by the Government would be erected. 

It is my opinion that it would be practically impossible for the Federal Govern- 
ment to provide investigators and inspectors to ascertain if the marker or head- 
stone was actually and properly erected or placed over the grave of the deceased 
veteran and was of some value even though same did not exceed $25. I am sure 
that in these days of high costs of everything, including funerals and the erection 
of monuments, nothing of real value can be obtained for the comparatively small 
sum of $25. 

Wherefore, on behalf of the national organization of the American Legion, I 
respectfully request that the subcommittee reject the bill H. R. 1302. 


Mr. Jounson. Do you want to read his statement? 

Mr. Kennepy. I will just hit a few high spots, with your per- 
mission. 

In the beginning, Mr. Chairman, I would like to state for the 
record that it is with considerable reluctance that we oppose any bill 
which has been introduced by my good friend Congressman Reams. 
I am not referring to this particular bill, but to any bill. After all, 
he has been a great protector of the veteran, and we recognize him 
him as one of our staunchest friends in Congress. I explained that to 
Mr. Reams when he was here, and I would like to have the record 
show that there is nothing personal in Mr. Talcott’s statement or in 
my statement, sir. 

I would like to express to you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
subcommittee, my thanks and appreciation for permitting me to 
— before you in connection with the hearings on the bill 

R. 1302. 

Due to the fact that Mr. Mancel B. Talcott, chairman of the 
national graves registration and memorial committee of the American 
Legion, is unable to be here this morning, he requested me to represent 
him and to read a statement he has prepared; a copy of which has 
been given to you, sir. He also urged that I ask your permission, 
Mr. Chairman, to have his statement incorporated in the record of the 
hearings. 

In order to avoid repetition I would like to state that I have read 
Mr. Taucorvr’s statement and agree with everything therein set forth. 

In addition to the data contained in Mr. Talcott’s statement, and 
for the information of the subcommittee, I wish to say that it is not 
the intention of the American Legion to give the impression our organ- 
ization is opposed to legislation which would grant financial aid to the 
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immediate next-of-kin of a deceased veteran, as we well appreciate 
burial costs have increased tremendously during recent years. 

In my opinion, the bill as drawn does not provide sufficient safe- 
guards. About the only requirement to obtain the $25 allowance is 
that the Secretary of Defense shall receive from the administrator or 
executor of the estate, or next-of-kin, proper proof that there has 
been purchased and received a marker or headstone chosen by the 
next-of-kin, et cetera, which will conform with monumental work upon 
the family plot or with those in the vicinity. 

It would appear to me that there is too much room for collusion 
between persons who might wish to be unscrupulous. While I 
realize that when it comes to something as sacred as the erection of a 
headstone or marker over the grave of a deceased member of one’s 
family, very few people would do something sacrilegious or unethical, 
nevertheless, I think we have all observed certain practices which we 
would not condone or care to have imposed upon us. Human nature 
being what it is, in far too many instances the deceased is soon for- 
gotten by the surviving members of his family. There is nothing in 
the bill requiring that the stone or marker be paid for or actually and 
properly aca over the decedent’s grave before the $25 is allowed 
to the executor, administrator or next-of-kin. 

The point I am trying to bring out is that every possible precaution 
should be taken to prevent those charged with the duty of erecting 
the stone from obtaining the money and squandering it for other pur- 
poses. There is too much room for the presentation of an alleged 
contract or other arrangement which would afford unscrupulous 

ersons an opportunity to get their hands on the $25 referred to in the 

ill. While $25 is a comparatively small sum, nevertheless, when we 
take into consideration the fact there are over 20 million veterans in 
the United States and they are increasing every day, we cannot be 
too careful in enacting legislation of the type under consideration. 

I venture the prediction that if a survey were made among veterans 
who do not intend to be buried in a national cemetery as to their 
feeling in this matter the majority would prefer to have reasonable 
assurance that a regulation Government headstone or marker would 
be erected over their graves rather than leaving the type of stone or 
marker to the discretion of some member of the family whose judgment 
might well be influenced by the $25 allowance in lieu of a Government 
headstone or marker. 

No requirement is contained in the bill that the stone be erected in 
lieu of the Government issue shall be of equal quality. I hate to think 
of what some of the stones would look like, especially where the de- 
cedent left no close relative interested in the care of his grave, as 
happens every day. 

I submit that veterans who will be buried in private cemeteries are 
entitled to more consideration than many of them are bound to receive 
from the hands of those who would not have their best interests at 
heart when consigning them to their final resting places, even though 
only $25 may be involved. 

On Mr. Talcott’s statement, Mr. Chairman, he goes into the fact 
that this bill was considered by the national executive committee at 
its regular semiannual meeting of the American Legion held in Indian- 
apolis on May 2-4, 1954; in other words, a little over 2 months ago. 
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As I understand it from his statement, some of the proponents of 
this legislation were permitted to appear before his committee, and 
they rendered an adverse report, and the adverse report was approved 
by the national executive committee of the American Legion, which 
is our governing body, authorizing us to oppose this legislation. 

We of the legislative commission do not fix any legislative policy. 
We take our policy from one of two sources. One is from resolutions 
adopted at the National Convention, or, second, from regular meet- 
ings of our national executive committee held between national 
conventions. 

There were some comments made this morning about the Secretary 
of Defense or the Secretary of the Army, who has charge of the Quarter- 
master Corps in making certain rules and regulations. What I am 
about to say is absolutely no reflection on anybody in the Quarter- 
master Corps or on any officer in the Quartermaster Corps, past or 
present; but we had a bill up before the House Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee, H. R. 4690, and I would hate to have all of the 
rules and regulations fixed by Mr. Stevens in keeping with the letter 
which he wrote to the chairman of the committee at that time. 

This bill called for those cases where the man had been killed in 
action and his body never recovered, whether on land or at sea, and 
we wanted to have just a small space set aside in the national ceme- 
teries where the names could be printed on a little plaque, like you 
often see in the small suburban communities or the small towns. He . 
said that no, he was opposed to that, because that would take up too 
much space in the cemeteries. If you want, I can have a copy of that 
letter filed with you. 

I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that through the efforts of Con- 
gressman D’Ewart of Montana and Congressman Saylor of Penn- 
sylvania—who told me he would assign his space in the national ceme- 
tery right then and there, if that is what was worrying Mr. Stevens— 
the bill was favorably reported out of the committee, and in the 
Congressional Record of last Friday 1 saw that it was ordered favor- 
ably reported out of the Senate committee. 

I just bring that up to show why sometimes we are not quite willing 
ye: place our trust in the rules and regulations of the Secretary of the 

rmy. 

The Legion has for many years, I believe—and some of the other 
veterans organizations, also, but I do not have authority to speak for 
them-——been advocating the creation of something in the nature of a 
national cemetery commission, where the rules and regulations will 
more or less stay constant and not change at the whims of whoever 
the new Secretary is when he comes into office. 

1 would like to take the liberty of calling that to your attention. 
That is about all 1 have to say, sir unless you have some questions. 

Mr. Jonnson. Is there any suggestion which the American Legion 
has to make as to how we should set up a commission to lay out a plan 
which would continue on indefinitely in the future? 

Mr. Kennepy. What we had in mind, Mr. Chairman, was some 
sort of commission to continue on, regardless of who was the Secretary 
of Defense, so that these things could be more or less uniform, and the 
rules and regulations could continue on, subject, of course, to such 
reasonable changes as might be called for from time .o time as we 
progress into the future. 
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We have felt for many years that that would do away with a lot of 
_ these different rules and regulations throughout the country. I think 
the gentlemen from the Quartermaster Corps will verify the fact that 
they have changed considerably. j 

In Mr. Talbott’s statement, which you have, he also goes into the 
fact that one of the reasons they object to the current bill, with all 
due respect, is that there will not be that uniformity which obtains in 
markers of this nature. 

Mr. Jonnson. Have you filed his statement for the record, after 
yours? 

Mr. Kennepy. Yes, sir; I have done that, sir. 

Mr. Jonnson. Thank you. 

Mr. Kennepy. For those reasons, Mr. Chairman, we respectfully 
request that the bill be rejected unless it can be amended to such an 
extent that you gentlemen, in whom we have every faith and confi- 
dence, and all Members of Congress, as we always have had, will work 
out the best thing for the interest of our veterans in the final analysis. 
That is all we are concerned with. We are not concerned with the 
others, we are more concerned with the little fellow, the deceased 
veteran. Some families have plenty of wherewithal to erect different 
types of stones. 

I am not saying that $25 amounts to too much, but with families in 
that financial status I do not think it is going to make much difference 
one way or another. 

Mr. Jounson. If there are no questions we thank you very much. 

Mr. Kennepy. Thank you. 

Mr. Winsteap. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make 1 statement 
and ask 1 question. 

I am sold on the idea, as one of the witnesses testified about, of 
individuals getting these markers. 

Mr. Kennepy. | have been sold on that all of the time. 

Mr. WinsteEAp. None of them have given me any information yet 
as to how you will protect these people you are talking about, that 
great mass of little people. 

Mr. Kennepy. That is the thing I am worried about, Congressman 
Winstead. 

Mr. Winsteap. I am strongly in favor of what they have advocated 
on the one hand, but unfortunately none of them have given any 
information as to how to protect these other people. 

For instance, take this $15 marker which the public buys for $55. 
That is all right, but what is to prohibit that group from spending $5 
more for the same marker, and changing it a little and saying to these 
individuals, ‘““You will get $25 from the Government. We will sell 
you this marker for $40,”’ and get $15 out of it? We have not had 
anything shown to us yet as to where the protection is going to come 
in for these folks. That is what I am looking for. 

Mr. Kennepy. No, sir. That is not my problem. It is the prob- 
lem of the people who are advocating this legislation. We are not 
asking for any changes in the rules and regulations at all. 1 submit 
it is their problem. I think your idea is the same as mine, expressed 
at the top of page 2. 

Mr. WinsteEap. I am sold on the other, if we can find any way to 
do it. 

Mr. Kennepy. I think it should be that way, sir. 
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Mr. Winsteap. Nobody has given me any satisfaction. 

Mr. Kennepy. I am not going to give you any, because I connot. 
I think that should come from the Quartermaster General Department 
of the Army. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Winstrap. Thank you. 

Mr. Kennepy. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Ducanvrer. We have one more short statement from Mr. Adin 
M. Downer of the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 


STATEMENT OF ADIN M. DOWNER, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE 
REPRESENTATIVE, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE 
UNITED STATES 


Mr. Downer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Adin M. Downer, assistant legislative representative of the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars. I will be just as brief as possible. 

1 merely want to say to the committee that we do not have an 
official mandate on this particular problem due to the fact that we did 
not become aware of the pendency of this bill in time to submit it to 
one of our national committees or our national encampment for 
consideration. However, Commander in Chief Wayne E. Richards 
of the Veterans of Foreign Wars has become interested in the matter 
and he asked me to inform you of his view that this legislation is 
meritorious, and his view of it is that it gives to the next of kin of the 
deceased the right of selection in the marker or monument that is to 
be erected to mark the grave of the deceased, and for that reason he 
thinks it is meritorious. 

Under existing law if the marker that is furnished by the Depart- 
ment of the Army is not acceptable to the next of kin, why, then they 
are denied the benefit that is otherwise available to those to whom the 
marker is acceptable. By paying them or authorizing them to receive 
$25 in lieu of the marker they are then made available for the same 
benefit that the others receive. 

Briefly, that is Commander in Chief Richards’ view of the matter, 
and he merely wanted to present that to you. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ducanper. Are there any other witnesses who have come here 
expecting to testify who have not been called? 

I ask the permission of the subcommittee, Mr. Chairman, to insert 
in the record such material as may have been given to me. There 
are 2 or 3 statements from other organizations, particularly the 
American and National Cemetery Associations, who said they would 
be agreeable to inserting a statement in the record rather than asking 
to testify. I ask that we hold the record open for the next 2 or 3 davs 
so that such statements may be inserted. 

Mr. Jornson. That is satisfactory. 

Mr. Ducanprr. Do you now wah to go into executive session? 
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STATEMENT OF A. L. GREEN, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
MONUMENT BUILDERS OF AMERICA--Resumed 


Mr. Green. May I ask that we have permission to file a brief? 
We heartily agree with Mr. Kennedy that there must be ample pro- 
tection. We will try to werk out something to amend this bill for 
ample protection to the purchaser as well as to the Government. 
We believe that that is a shortage in the bill, in the original writing, 
and we want that protection, because the dealers I represent in my 
association are the better dealers in the United States. We are just 
as interested in that as anybody else. We do not want anyone coming 
back who has been gypped in this deal. 

Mr. Jounson. You may file that. 

Mr. Green. If at any time the committee wishes to look at those 
pictures we have plenty of them there showing what we believe are 
good monuments, and pictures of discarded markers, if you have time. 

Mr. Ducanpver. The subcommittee will go into executive session. 
General Maas and his son will remain, please. 

(Thereupon, at 12:14 p. m., Monday, July 12, 1954, an adjournment 
was taken to meet at the call of the chairman.) 

With permission of the subcommittee the following statements were 


filed: 


(The statements are as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington 25, D. C., September 28, 1953. 
Hon. Dewey 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. Cuarrman: Peference is made to your request to the Secretary of 
Tefense for the views of the Lepsrtrent cf Defense with respect to H. FP. 1302, 
83d Congress, ». bill ‘‘To suthorize the Secretsry of Defense to ms.ke 2, monetary 
ellowance in lieu of hes.dstones or markers for certsin greves.’’ The Secretary of 
Tefense hss delegs.ted to the Cepert’rent of the Army the resonsibility for express- 
ing the views of the T'epart'rent of Mefense thereon. 

The TI epertrent of the Army on behalf of the Department of Defense is opposed 
to the above-mentioned bill. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize the Secretary of Defense, upon applica- 
tion, to ms.ke en ellowe.nce not exceeding $25 in lieu of 2 hesdstone or marker, for 
the gre.ve of any decensed person for which the Seeretary of Defense is 2uthorized 
to furnish », marker or hes.dstone. 

It hss been the policy of the Government for many years to furnish a standard 
type hes.dstone or marker for the grave of a decessed member or former member of 
the Armed Forces ss 2, sy bol of the honors.ble service rendered his country. It 
is considered thet the greeter part of the sentiment and significance stteined by the 
use of these her.dstones ».nd markers would be lost if a monetary allowance were 
eguthorized to be pz.id in lieu thereof. 

In providing these hesdstones end markers for erection in private cemeteries 
as well es nstions cemeteries, the Government hss p.chieved a twofold objective 
namely, to provide permenent merkers for unmarked graves of such deceased 
persons, pel thet the graves so marked, would lend themselves to immediate 
recognition by the public 2s the final resting place of those who served honorably 
in the Armed Forces of their country. 

There are presently e.vrilsble six types of Government headstones and markers 
which mey be furnished for erection et unmerked graves in private cemeteries. 
These types are provided in order to enable the spplics.nt to select one which will 
conform with other hes.dstones and markers in the vicinity of the grave and also 
to permit #n expression of personel taste to the extent permitted by normal pri- 
vate cemeteris] requirements. 

In view of the foregoing, it is reeommen’ed that H. R. 1302 be not favorably 
considered. However, if the Congress deems that the proposed legislation should 
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be enacted, it is believed that certain changes in the wording of the proviso of the 
bill would be necessary to obviate operational difficulties in determining when the 
authorized allowance would be paid. 

(a) The proviso requires that proper proof must be received from the ad minis- 
trator, executor, or next of kin that there has been purchased and receive? a marker 
or hea*stone chosen by the next of kin with the consent of the a’ministrator or 
executor, which will conform with monumental work on the family plot or with 
those in the vicinity. There may be numerous instances in which the hea“’stones 
or markers will have been furnished by other than the legal next of kin, and in 
which no executor or administrator will have been appointed. In such cases, under 
the present wording of the bill, no allowance would be authorized. 

(b) In adeition, the proposed legislation should clearly state that it shall have 
yA matanag with regard to cemeteries under the jurisdiction of the Department of 

efense, 

A suggested rewording of the proviso of H. R. 1302 is as follows: 

“Provided, That the Secretary of Defense receive proper proof that there has 
been purchased and received an appropriate marker, hea’stone or monumental 
work for the grave of such deceased person: Provided further, That no monetary 
allowance shall be mae in licu of hea’stones or markers for graves in national 
cemeteries or other cemeteries under the jurisdiction of the Depariment of 
Defense.” 

The fiscal effects of the proposed legislation cannot be estimated accurately. 
It is anticipated that approximately $1,856,000 will be expen’ed in provi‘ing 
heastones and markers for unmarked graves in private cemeteries for applications 
received during the fiscal year 1954. Accor?ingly, if a monetary allowance equiva- 
lent to the total average cost of a hea’stone or marker is provi’e?, which at the 
present time would be approximately $20, there will be no ad’itional expen“iture 
involved should a correspon’ing number of applications for the allowance be 
received. However, it is believed that a consiterable number of applications 
would be submitted for the allowance which would not be submitte? for a hea?- 
stone or marker. Accor‘ingly, a much larger expen’iture may be anticipate? in 
carrying out the provisions of H. R. 1302 than that stated above for providing 
hea’stones and markers. 

This report has been coorcinated among the departments and boars in the 
ry, neg of Defense in accordance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary 
eTense, 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert T. STEVENS 
Secretary of the Army. 


JUNE 29, 1954. 
Hon. Dewey Suort, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CHarrMan: Reference is made to your request to the Secretary of 
the Army for the views with respect to H. R. 1302, 83d Congress, a bill to authorize 
the Secretary of Defense to make a monetary allowance in licu of headstones or 
markers for certain graves. The Secretary of Defense has delegated to the 
Department of the Army the responsibility for expressing the views of the Depart- 
ment of Defense thereon. 

The Department of the Army on behalf of the Department of Defense has 
considered the above-mentioned bill and interposes no objection to its enactment 
should the Congress deem it in the pease interest to enact the legislative proposal. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize the Secretary of Defense, upon applica- 
tion, to make an allowance not exceeding $25 in lieu of a headstone or marker, 
for the grave of any deceased person for which the Secretary of Defense is author- 
ized to furnish a marker or headstone. 

The position of the Department of the Army, as expressed in the previous 
report submitted by the Army under date of September 28, 1953, was founded 
upon two basic premises of Government responsibility and interest as enunciated 
in Public Law 871, 80th Congress. First, that all graves of deceased members 
and former members of the Armed Forces of the United States would be suitably 
marked and, secondly, that the headstones and markers furnished by the Govern- 
ment would be of such type and design as to possess the significance and prestige 
of a symbol of honorable military service. It was and still is considered that a 
great part of the sentiment, significance, and prestige attained by the use of these 
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headstones and markers would be lost if a monetary allowance were authorized 
to be paid in lieu thereof. 

There are presently available six types of Government headstones and markers 
which may be furnished for erection at unmarked graves in private cemeteries. 
These types consist of 3 upright marble headstones (General, Civil War-Spanish 
American War, and Confederate) and 3 flat markers (granite, marble, and bronze) 
which meet normal private cemeterial requirements with respect to marking of 
graves. 

Over a period of many years the Department of the Army has furnished a total 
of almost 1,400,000 headstones and markers to private cemeteries with no indica- 
tion, except in isolated instances, that the items being furnished were either 
unacceptable or unsuitable. Rather there have been numerous expressions of 
apyreeaien and satisfaction from recipients of the headstones and markers. 

‘he information furnished ,by the committee referred to in your letter of 
March 17, 1954, is being evaluated. As pointed out above one of the primary 
purposes for furnishing headstones has been to insure the marking of all veterans’ 
graves. If the Congress desires also to provide an allowance for persons who 
prefer to erect markers of their own choice rather than use the distinctive Govern- 
nent marker the Department of the Army interposes no objection to the enact- 
ment of the bill. In that event, it i believed tha. certain changes in the wording 
of the proviso of the bill would be necessary to obviate operational difficulties in 
determining when the authorized allowance would be paid. 

(a) The proviso requires that proper proof must be received from the adminis- 
trator or executor of the estate, or next of kin that there has been purchased and 
received a marker or headstone chosen by the next of kin with the consent of the 
administrator or executor, which will conform with monumental work on- the 
family plot or with those in the vicinity. There may be numerous instances in 
whieh the headstones or markers will have been furnished by other than the legal 
next of kin, and in which no executor or administrator wil] have been appointed. 

In such cases, under the present wording of the bill, no allowance would be 
authorized. 

(b) In addition, there should be a proviso which will provide for the furnishing 
of the monetary allowance only in instances where the purchase of the headstone 
or marker is subsequent to the date of the enactment of the legislation. 

A suggested rewording of the proviso of H. R. 1302 is as follows: 

“Provided, That the Secretary of Defense receive proper proof that there has 
been purchased and erected a marker or headstone for the grave of such deceased 
person: Provided further, That no monetary allowance shall be made in lieu of 
headstones, markers or monuments which were purchased prior to the date of 
enactment of this act.’ 

As a result of current interest in the bill, calculations have been made with 
respect to the fiscal effects of those applications which would be submitted for a 
monetary allowance which would not be submitted for a headstone or marker. 
Based upon anticipated mortality rates of eligible personnel, it is anticipated 
that such additional direct cost would amount to approximately $1,600,000 for 
the fiseal year 1955 with a gradual increase each subsequent year. It will be 
noted that the additional direct cost over the amount budgeted for the fiscal 
year 1955 ($2,124,000) represents an increase of approximately 75 percent. This 
figure does not include additional administrative costs which are anticipated due 
to inereased volume of applications and the administration of a dual system. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
ance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that, while there is no objection to the 
presentation to the committee of such report on H. R. 1302 as the Department of 
the Army deems appropriate, if it is to be favorably considered, the Bureau recom- 
mends that the bill be amended to: 

(1) Provide that the amount of the monetary allowance authorized shall not 
exceed the cost of providing a Government headstone as determined annually 
by the Secretary of the Army; 

(2) Prohibit payment of the allowance in connection with burials in national 
cemeteries where use of private headstones is not authorized; and 

(3) Provide, if deemed appropriate in the light of all of the relevant factors 
for payment of the monetary allowance by the Veterans’ Administration as a part 
of the burial allowance paid by that agency for the expense of burial of deceased 
veterans. 


Sincerely yours, 
Rosert T. STEVENS, 


Secretary of the Army. 
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Jury 12, 1964. 


Hon. Dewey Snort, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Suort: Further reference is made to your letter of July 2, 1954, 
requesting a report by the Veterans’ Administration on H. R. 1302, 83d Congress, 
a bill to authorize the Secretary of Defense to make a monetary allowance in lieu 
of headstones or markers for certain graves. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize the Secretary of Defense, upon applica- 
tion, to make an allowance not exceeding $25 in lieu of a headstone or marker, for 
the grave of any deceased person for which the Secretary of Defense is now author- 
ized to furnish a marker or headstone. It is further provided, that the Secretary 
shall receive from the administrator or executor of the estate, or next of kin, 
proper proof that there has been purchased and received a marker or headstone 
chosen by the next of kin with the consent of the administrator or executor which 
will conform with monumental work upon the family plot or with those in the 
vicinity. 

The bill, as introduced, would impose certain authority and responsibility on the 
Secretary of Defense in connection with the function now placed in the Secretary 
of the Army with respect to the procurement and furnishing of headstones and 
markers for members of the Armed Forces dying in the service or after honorable 
discharge therefrom. Accordingly, it would not affect the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration administratively or otherwise. However, in view of certain comments of 
the Bureau of the Budget with respect to the bill, you have inquired as to our 

sition should the bill be amended “to provide, as deemed appropriate in the 

ight of all of the relevant factors, for payment of the monetary allowance by the 
Veterans’ Administration as a part of the burial allowance paid by that agency 
for the expense of burial of deceased veterans. 

The existing law (Veterans Regulation No. 9 (a), as amended), provides that 
where a veteran of any war discharged under other than dishonorable conditions, 
a veteran of any war in receipt of compensation or pension, a veteran discharged 
from the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard for disability incurred in 
line of duty, or a veteran of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard in 
receipt of pension for service-connected disability, dies after discharge, the 
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, in his discretion and with due regard to the 
circumstances in each case, shall pay, for burial and funeral expenses and trans- 
portation of the body (including preparation of the body) to the place of burial, 
a sum not exceeding $150 to cover such items and to be paid to such person or 

rsons as may be prescribed by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs. Public 

w 28, 82d Congress, provides that any person who shall have served in the 
active service of the Armed Forces of the United States on or after June 27, 1950, 
and prior to such date as shall thereafter be determined by Presidential proclama- 
tion or concurrent resolution of the Congress shall, subject to other provisions of 
law, be entitled to burial benefits provided by law for persons who served during 
the period of World War II. 

The present law further provides that where death occurs in a Veterans’ 
Administration facility within the continental limits of the United States, or a 
Territory or possession of the United States, the Veterans’ Administration will 
assume the actual cost (not to exceed $150) of burial and funeral, and transport 
the body to the place of burial within the continental limits of the United States 
or to the place of burial in Alaska if the veteran was a resident of Alaska and had 
been brought to the United States as beneficiary of the Veterans’ Administration 
for hospital or domiciliary care. Where a veteran dies while hospitalized under 
authority of the Veterans’ Administration in a Territory or possession of the 
United States, the Veterans’ Administration will assume the actual cost (not to 
exceed $150) of burial and funeral, and transport the body to the place of burial 
within the Territory or possession. 

It has been informally ascertained from the Office of the Quartermaster General, 
Department of the Army, that during the fiscal year 1954, 103,633 headstones 
were actually furnished and that it is estimated there were 104,380 decedents 
during that period; and that the estimated average cost to the Government of a 
headstone (including freight) for the fiscal year 1954 was approximately $21. 
In contrast, we have been advised that the estimated average retailers price of a 
comparable stone to the public over that period was $75 to $100. On the basis 
of this information it would appear that the election of a cash allowance in-lieu 
of the headstone in kind would not be to the best interest financially of the next 
of kin or other person concerned. 
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Should the bill be favorably considered and it is determined by the committee 
to amend it along the lines of the suggestion from the Bureau of the Budget, it 
is urged that this be accomplished by amending the existing law administered by 
this agency to increase the present burial allowance to a figure considered appro- 
priate, without earmarking the additional amount for any specific purpose, such 
as a headstone or marker. Should the Veterans’ Administration be required to 
administer a special headstone allowance in addition to the general burial allow- 
ance the resulting administrative expenses would be considerably increased. In 
every case where the person who purchased and received the headstone is not the 
same person qualifying for the burial allowance two separate claims would be 
required, involving additional adjudicative processing and separate award actions. 
Further, in cases where one person claims both allowances it is probable that the 
time required for proof that a headstone has been purchased and received will 
delay the award for the burial allowance. 

It should also be noted that eligibility requirements under existing law for the 
burial allowance and a headstone are not the same. An honorable discharge of 
the veteran is a requisite in connection with entitlement to a headstone, whereas 
the discharge requirement for the burial allowance is ‘under conditions other 
than dishonorable.” Further, the burial allowance may be paid only with re- 
spect to the death of a veteran of a war or the Korean period service, or a peace- 
time veteran discharged for disability incurred in line of duty, or in receipt of 
compensation for a service-connected disability. On the other hand, a head- 
stone may be furnished for the grave of any former member of the Armed Forces 
whose last service terminated honorably. 

From the standpoint of the expense involved, as well as assuring an appropri- 
ate headstone for the grave of the veteran, it is believed that the present provi- 
sions of law are preferable to the proposed change. Should the committee, in its 
discretion, determine that an increase in the existing burial allowance should be 
made, it is recommended that it be not specifically earmarked. Further, such 
additional amount should not be a fluctuating amount geared to the annual actual 
cost of headstones to the Army. We do not favor any change in the law which 
would place the responsibility in the Veterans’ Administration of administering a 
headstone allowance separate and apart from the existing statutory burial allow- 
ance. 

It is assumed the Dpeartment of Defense has furnished your committee with 
such cost data as are available in connection with H. R. 1302, as introduced. 
Due to the fact that the amendment referred to in your letter is not firm and in- 
volves a number of indeterminate factors, no basis for an accurate cost estimate 
thereof can be established. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objec- 
tion to the submission of this report to the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. C. Paumer, 
Acting Deputy Administrator 
(For and in the absence of the Administrator). 


(The following amendment to H. R. 1302 was proposed by Mr. 
A. L. Green, executive vice president, Monument Builders of America:) 


Provided, That the Secretary of Defense receive proper proof that there has 
been purchased and erected an appropriate marker, headstone, or monumental 
work for the grave of such deceased person, which purchase and erection shall 
be certified to by the individual or firm claiming the monetary allowance and by 
either the judicial officer in charge of administering estates in the county or 
district or county service officer, a cemetery official, or the top-ranking elected 
county financial official. 


Tue Luioyp Bros. Co., 
Toledo, Ohio, July 7, 1954. 
Hon. Dewey Snort, 
irman, Commiitee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Suort: In connection with the hearing upon H. R. 1302, scheduled 
for July 12, 1954, permit. me to respectfully submit the following statement in 
in favor of the proposed legislation: 

It is apparent that the bill is designed in the public interest. 
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It will correct an unfortunate situation which makes our Government a com- 
petitor with private business. 

A great many Government soldier markers are discarded at the time of delive 
or later because of inferior materials and workmanship to some extent, but pri- 

‘marily because the markers do not coincide with or duplicate other markers upon 
the family plot in the cemetery. 

I believe that the Government will save money if the bill is enacted into law. 

Increased revenue to the Government through the normal tax channels of 
business will result if private industry is permitted to take over the work of sup- 
plying these markers. It would appear that the ever-increasing number of ceme- 
tery restrictions involving style and placement of markers would make it well- 
nig impossible for the Government to produce these various designs economically. 

uiterally hundreds of Government soldier markers now rest in monument 
dealers’ yards and various other storage places throughout the United States. 
We have some in our own yard. These accumulated markers smack of desecra- 
tion and certainly constitute a tangible evidence of economic waste. 

This bill will not prohibit the Government from furnishing markers to those 
whose indigence might require them; but will permit an equivalent monetary 
allowance for those who desire something of their own choice which will avoid the 
monotony and regimentation so evident in the present setup. Men and women 
serving in the Armed Forces are individuals before they enter the service and again 
after they leave the service. No two individuals are alike, and this writer believes 
they should be permitted a choice in the type of design of marker which will 
commemorate their memory. 

I express the hope that the committee will approve H. R. 1302. 


Respectfully vours, 
Hoyt 8. Houron, President. 


M. GREENBERG’s Sons, 
San Francisco, Calif., July 8, 1954. 
Re H. R. 1302. 
Representative Leroy JOHNSON, 
Subcommittee Chairman, House Armed Services Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: We understand that your committee will hold hearings Monday, 
July 12, on the above House resolution and we would like to present for the con- 
sideration of the committee, our thoughts with respect to H. R. 1302. 

We are manufacturers of crematory, columbarium, and cemetery art bronze 
and we quote consistently on the term contract invitations as released by the 
Quartermaster Corps for the traditional bronze grave markers. 

It is our opinion that the veteran’s marker should be distinctive as symbolic of 
honorable service in the Armed Forces and, therefore, readily apparent when seen 
by visitors to cemeteries that here indeed lies an honored veteran in his final 
resting place. If the monetary allowance is furnished, rather than the traditional 
marker, there would be nothing distinctive denoting the veteran’s service in our 
Armed Forces. We also fear that many families who would be hard pressed to 
raise the necessary additional money required for the purchase of a marker simi- 
lar to that furnished by the Government (probably 4 or 5 times the cost at retail 
prices) would be forced to accept a small, poorly inscribed marker of lower qual- 
ity, which would scarcely be suitable to identify the final resting place of a veteran 
of our Armed Forces. It does not occur remote to us to compare the monetary 
allowance provision of this bill with a monetary allowance to a distinguished vet- 
eran as a downpayment for the purchase of a medal for heroic services. 

We cannot understand wherein the existing law is unsatisfactory as to quality 
of markers furnished under contract with the Quartermaster Corps. As regular 
manufacturers of similar products, we are assured that our competitors as well as 
our company must furnish markers to exacting standards to comply with the 
Quartermaster’s thorough method of inspection and control and technically sound 
specifications. We have, in fact, received a number of inquiries and orders for 
identical markers from relatives or friends of deceased veterans for identical 
markers. 

Supporters of this proposed legislation would, of course, encourage purchase of 
markers at retail or local level. The Quartermaster Corps, on the other hand, 
under existing legisiation, purchases all the markers on an open-to-all competitive- 
bid basis for production quantities. This leads to the question, Should the 
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Government suggest and encourage the families of deceased honored veterans to 
pay a price for these or similar markers which the Government itself would con- 
sider extremely excessive? 
Thanking you for the opportunity of expressing our views, I am, 
Respectfully, 
Sruarr GREENBERG, President. 


AMERICAN CEMETERY ASSOCIATION, 
Columbus Ohio, July 19, 1954. 


Mr. F. Ducanper, 
Counsel, Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Ducanper: We appreciate your advising us of the subcommittee’s 
hearing on H. R. 1302 at 10 a. m., Monday, July 12, 1954. The president of our 
association, Mr. Linus P. Hayes, of Washington, D. C., will be attending the hear- 
ing, but we shall not request time for an oral statement during the hearing. 

We appreciate your invitation to submit a statement for the record, and this 
has been prepared for submission by chairman of our national legislation com- 
mittee, Mr. George Pennell, and is attached. We would greatly appreciate your 
seeing that it is made a part of the record, and we will also appreciate a copy of 
the hearings on the bill as soon as these are printed. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. HENNING, 
Executive Secretary. 


STATEMENT ENpoRSING H. R. 1302 


The preponderant and nearly universal opinion of cemetery executives of 
private, municipal, and religious cemeteries throughout the United States is in 
support of H. R. 1302. These persons have frequently experienced the disap- 
pointments of families which tried to utilize the Government grave marker, 
and which have discovered that this marker could not conform with other memor- 
ial work on the family lot. It has also been observed that following the discovery 
of nonconformity, these markers were in many instances removed at the family’s 
request. 

he choice of the veteran’s next of kin between the Government marker, or a 
monetary allowance toward the purchase of another memorial, is certainly in 
the spirit of our American democracy. We believe this privilege to choose would 
be more satisfactory to the veterans who have served this country, and that 
appreciable savings to taxpavers would be made in the administration of the 
program recommended in H. R. 1302. 

GEORGE PENNELL, 
Chairman, National Legislation Committee. 

The above statement is also concurred in by the National Cemetery Associa- 
tion and the National Catholic Cemetery Conference. Officials of these organi- 
zations have requested that their concurrence be made a part of the record. 


MonuMENT Buiipers or America, INC. 
Chicago, Ill., July 20, 1954. 


Supplementary statement re H. R. 1302. 


Mr. F. Ducanper, 
Counsel, the Armed Services Committee, 

House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 
Col. John D. Martz, Jr., Chief of the Memorial Division, the offices of the 
General, on July 12, 1954, at a subcommittee hearing of the 
Armed Services Committee of the House of Representatives, made these state- 
ments relative to the expenditures of the Memorial Division, if this bill H. R. 
1302 is passed: “Should the amount be restricted to that of the current cost of a 
headstone as recommended by the Bureau of the Budget—$21.43—for fiscai year 
1955, the fiscal effect would be approximately $1,250,000." Realizing that the 
estimated cost is based upon the number of applications that might be received, 
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I believe that Colonel Martz’s statement gives an excessive amount. Colonel 
Martz added to his written statement the remarks that the Memorial Division 
had estimated furnishing 103,600 headstones during the fiscal year 1954; 19,000 of 
these are for markers for which application had been received previous to the 
beginning of this fiscal year which would leave a total of 84,000 applications for 
this fiscal year. We believe that the number of applications might be increased 
by 15 percent if the next of kin is given the choice of a monetary allowance in 
lieu of Government headstones and using the figure of $21.43 as a cost basis per 
marker for the fiscal year 1955, this would make an additional expense only 
$272,835. But for a maximum figure, let us consider that the applications might 
be increased by 25 percent. Then the increase in cost would be $440,835 based 
on the average cost of the Government marker during this fiscal year. 

There is no way of obtaining even a close estimate of the number of Govern- 
ment markers that are discarded each year. It is my belief that more than 15 
percent of those received are either not placed at the grave at all, or are left there 
temporarily, or are removed for a better monument or memorial each year. 

By the system of democracy, whereby the next of kin may have a choice of 
a Government marker or a monetary allowance to be applied on a marker of their 
own choosing, we believe that this waste will be discontinued, or at least, greatly 
reduced. It is my opinion that a large percentage of the veterans who have re- 
turned to civilian life, made a home, have a family, and have found a place in the 
community would prefer a marker to match that of the rest of the family rather 
than a marker which identifies them only as a military person. 

I believe this bill merits careful consideration 


A. L. Green, Executive Vice President. 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 12, 1954. 
Hon. Dewey Snort, 
Chairman, House Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Co.ueacue: I am filing this statement in behalf of H. R. 1302, which 
authorizes the Secretary of Defense to make a monetary allowance in lieu of 
headstones or markers for certain graves. I would appreciate it if this testimony 
could be included in any public hearings. 

I feel it is essential that this type of legislation be approved by the committee 
and the entire Congress for a very particular reason. In many instances, the 
headstones provided by the Department of Defense are not in keeping with the 
wishes of the families of the deceased. In other instances, the headstones provided 
the Rosa Department do not harmonize with surrounding headstones or 
markers. 

I ae that expeditious and favorable consideration is given to this legislation, 


rdially, 
O. Lovrg, M. C. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN FRANK T. Bow 


I expected to and would have been present at the hearing on H. R. 1302 held 
by the Subcommittee on Armed Services July 12 to express approval of this bill 
except for previous committee commitments. In this statement I am taking the 
opportunity to rebut some of the statements made at that hearing. 

Col. John D. Martz, Jr., Chief of the Memorial Division, Office of the Quarter- 
master General, in the statement which he read and presented to the subcommit- 
tee, makes the following estimate of the increased cost if H. R. 1302 is passed: 

“The estimated fiscal effect of H. R. 1302 as given in the Department of the 
Army report of June 29, 1954, in the amount of approximately $1,600,000 was 
based upon the $25 allowance specified in the bill. Should the amount be re- 
stricted to that of the current cost of a headstone, as recommended by the Bureau 
of the Budget ($21.43 for fiscal year 1955), the fiscal effect would be approxi- 
mately $1,250,000. Accordingly, the additional direct cost over the amount 
budgeted for the fiscal year 1955 ($2,124,000) represents an increase of approxi- 
mately 59 percent.” 

If any part of this increased expenditure comes to pass, it will be largely due to 
the natural increase in veteran burials plus a likely increase in applications if 
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kin of veterans have an option to accept a cash allowance instead of one of the 
standard headstones. Actually, from the figures furnished by the Veterans’ 
Administration there were approximately 103,600 headstones furnished in fiscal 
year 1954. This figure includes about 19,000 applications for markers which 
were on hand at the beginning of the year. Subtracting the 19,000 from the total 
figure would leave 84,600 to be delivered to next of kin. 

Mr. Graham, the first witness for the proponents of the bill estimated at the 
hearing that a likely increase would be 15 percent, both by natural increase 
and because of the option given by H. R. 1302. Applying this 15 percent to 
the Army’s present cost for headstones results in a total increase of about 
$272,835. Even if the increased applications for aid comes to 25 percent, the 
dollar increase would only be $444,835, also based on the average present cost 
of the monuments. 

I find in the statement presented on behalf of Mancel B. Talcott, chairman, 
national graves registration and memorial committee of the American Legion, 
the following language: 

“At the May 2-4, 1954, meeting of the national graves registration and mem- 
orial committee held at Indianapolis, Ind., in conjunction with the Internal 
Affairs Commission of the American Legion, the bill H. R. 1302 was thoroughly 
discussed; proponents of the legislation appeared before us and were granted 
every opportunity to be heard.” 

I am informed by proponents of the bill that they were not represented at 
the meeting of the national graves registration and memorial committee 
held at Indianapolis, Ind., May 2-4, 1954, nor were they given an opportunity 
to be present or to be represented at that meeting. 3 

I find in the statement of Miles D. Kennedy, director of national legislative 
commission of the American Legion, the following language: 

“T venture the prediction that if a survey were made among veterans who do 
not intend to be buried in a national cemetery as to their feeling in this matter, 
the majority would prefer to have reasonable assurance that a regulation Govern- 
ment headstone or marker would be erected over their graves rather than leaving 
the type of stone or marker to the discretion of some member of the family whose 
judgment might well be influenced by the $25 allowance in lieu of a Government 
headstone or marker.” 

I am informed on good authority that there is no basis of fact or experience to 
support this statement. Actually, there are an unknown number of headstones 
ordered and never erected, or erected and later discarded. It is my opinion that if 
a survey were made through Legion 2 oy throughout the country a majority 
opinion would favor the provisions of H. R. 1302. 

Mr. Kennedy also states that there is a likelihood that veterans who will be 
buried in private cemeteries might not have the same consideration if their next 
of kin requests a cash allowance in lieu of a Government marker. May I point 
out in this regard that nationwide, the retail monument dealers represent a most 
ethical segment of our business population, and in general, operate their businesses 
on a nearly professional level. 

In my opinion, this bill merits careful consideration by the subcommittee, 


Estimated potential requirements for headstone and/or monetary allowance 
applications for fiscal year 1955 


1. Estimated veterans’ deaths, fiscal year 1955 (outservice)___-------- 152, 000 
2. Estimated Armed Forces deaths, fiscal year 1955 (inservice) -------- 7, 040 
3. Carryover headstone applications from fiscal year 1954_____..----- 19, 023 
4. Estimated group burial requirements fiscal year 1955_._......----- 18 
5. Estimated headstone replacements, fiscal year 1955_...........---- 1, 000 
6. Estimated Korean requirements, fiscal year 1955_........--------- 5, 100 


Source material attached. ' 

Items 3, 4, and 5 above can only be satisfied by furnishing headstones. Experi- 
ence indicates that of items 1, 2, and 6 above 86,199 would require headstones 
under the present program, either for national or private cemeteries. Since experi- 
ence also indicates that approximately 23 percent of all headstone requirements 
are for national cemeteries, 19,826 (86,19923 percent) requirements can be 
satisfied only by furnishing headstones. Of the remaining 66,373 that would 
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normally require headstones for erection in private cemeteries under the present 
program, it is estimated that 50 percent or 33,186 will apply for headstones and 

,187 will apply for a monetary allowance in the event H. R. 1302 is enacted. 

Thus, having accounted for 106,240 of the 184,181 potential requirements, there 
remains a balance of 77,941 eligibles for whom headstone applications are not 
anticipated under ‘he present program. However, based on Veterans’ Admin- 
istration statistics for fiseal year 1953 which indicate that a burial allowance was 
requested for 81.9 percent of all deceased veterans, it is estimated that a similar 
percentage, or 63,834 (77,941 81.9 percent) would request a monetary allowance. 

Approximately one-twelfth of receipts (or 30 days processing time) will be 
carried forward each year; thus 4,503 headstone applications and 8,085 monetary 
allowance applications would be deducted from above requirements for fiscal 
year 1955. 


Summary 
Estimated procurement cost per stone, fiscal year 1955_______ ~~~ $18. 28 
Headstones: 
Carryover from fiscal year 1954________..-:....-----.------ 19, 023 
Carryover to fiscal 1906... —4, 503 
Monetary allowance: 
In lieu of stones now requested under present law____- 33, 187 
Additional requests under H. R. 1802________.___----_------- 63 834 
Carryover to fiscal year 1956_....._..._-------------------- —8, 085 
If monetary allowance $21.43: 
Headstones (68,550 X $21.43)... 1, 469, 027 
Monetary allowance (88,936 1, 905, 898 
If monetary allowance $25: 
Headstones (68,550 X $21.43) ____.._._--------.------------- 1, 469, 027 
Monetary allowance (88,936 $25) 2, 228, 400 
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VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 25, 1954. 
The QUARTERMASTER GENERAL OF THE ARMY, 
Department of the Army, Washington 25, D. C. 
(Attention of Lt. Col. J. W. Gerard, Headstone Branch, Memorial Division.) 
DEAR GENERAL Horkan: The following information is furnished in aceord- 
ance with your telephone conversation of March 22, 1954, with Mr. Price of my 
staff. 
The estimated number of deaths of veterans in civil life, by war, for each of the 
fiscal years 1950-55 is given below: 


Fiseal year Total World War IT) World War I Other 
0 ae 119, 000 43, 000 67, 000 9, 000 
C—O . 121, 000 44, 000 68, 000 | 9, 000 
- 123, 000 14, 000 69, 000 10, 000 
127, 000 46, 000 70, 000 11, 000 
1954_- ee 137, 000 49, 000 75, 000 13, 000 
1955 : 152, 000 56, 000 80, 000 16, 000 


Initial burial allowance claims paid by the Veterans’ Administration during each 
of the fiscal vears 1950-53 were: 
Invial burial 
aliorence 


Fiscal year: claims paid 


F. W. Kesey, Controller. 


EstimMaTep ARMED Forces IN-Servick Deatus, Frscan YEAR 1955 


It is estimated that in-service deaths for fiscal year 1955 in the Armed Forces 
will be 7,040, This estimate is based on mortality rates as determined by Depart- 
ment of Defense from experience in prior years. 


RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION CONDUCTED BY QUARTERMASTER Corps PERSONNEL 
on LetreRs AND Pictures SUBMITTED RY THE MoNUMENT BUILDERS OF 
America, INc., TO THE House ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE AND REFERRED TO 
THE QUARTERMASTER GENERAL OF THE ARMY BY THE COMMITTEE 


Department of the Army report dated June 29, 1954, indicated that “The 
information furnished by the committee (consisting of letters and pictures sb- 
mitted to the committee by the Monument Builders of America, Ine., and for- 
warded to the Quartermaster General by the committee) referred to in your 
letter of March 17, 1954, is being evaluated.” 

Action was taken in the Office of the Quartermaster General of the Army to 
investigate this material through the Quartermaster Corps Inspector General, 
and by a representative of the Memorial Division. 

Accordingly, attached as tab A are the results of the investigation conducted 
by representatives of the Quartermaster Corps Inspector General; and tab B, 
a report of travel performed by the representative of the Memorial Division 
reporting his findings. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
MIpWEsTERN AREA OFFICE, 
ASSISTANT QUARTERMASTER INSPECTOR GENERAL, 


Chicago 9, Il., April 7, 1954. 
In reply refer to: File No. QMGEI 333.1 
ee Srey concerning monetary allowance in lieu of headstone or grave 
marker 
To: The Quartermaster Inspector General, Office of the Quartermaster General, 
Department of the Army, Washington 25, D. C. 

1. In compliance with memorandum dated March 26, 1954, Office of the Quar- 
termaster Inspector General, visits were made to the following cemeteries and 
monument companies, respectively, during the period March 30 to April 6, 1954, 
by Col. Wm. H. Shurtleff, Jr., Assistant Quartermaster Inspector General, Maj. 
Frank B. Huntley, IG, and CWO Joseph F. Hacker, USA: 


Cemeteries Monument companies 
(A) LINCOLN, NEBR, 


Wyuka Cemetery W. J. Trump Monument Works 
Office Lincoln Memorial Cemetery C. E. Speidell & Son 


(B) DETROIT, MICH, 


Evergreen Cemetery Sheldon Granite Co. 
Roseland Park Cemetery 
Acacia Park Cemetery 


(C) COVINGTON, KY. 
Highland Cemetery Cyril Lewin Monuments 


(D) CINCINNATI, OHIO 


Spring Grove Cemetery Cincinnati Monument Builders, Ine. 
Vine St. Hill Cemetery Gate of Heaven Cemetery 

Oak Hill St. Mary’s Cemetery Rest Haven Cemetery 

United Jewish Cemetery Arlington Cemetery 

St. Joseph’s Cemetery Evergreen Cemetery 

Spring Grove Monument Co. Highland Cemetery 


Fiske Bros. Monument Co. 
(E) CHICAGO, ILL. 


Monument Builders of America, Inc. 


2. Inquiry was made into the matters reported in the letters and pictures 
furnished this Office. Detailed reports, by city, are attached. 


Wituram H. Suurtirrr, Jr., 
Colonel, IG, Assistant QM Inspector General, Midwestern Area. 


Lincotn, NEBR. 
I. W. J. TRUMP MONUMENT WORKS 


1. Report. consists of a letter with five photographs. The letter is attached 
and identified as enclosure No. 1. Photographs are identified as enclosures 
Nos. 1-B, 1-C, 1-D, and 1-E. 

2. Investigation revealed the following: 

(a) All five photographs were taken at one place in the rear of the Wyuka 
Cemetery, 36th and O Streets, Lincoln, Nebr. On the date of the visit by the 
inspector (March 31, 1954), the scene was similar to that depicted in the photo- 

raphs 
rs (b) The inspector was informed by Mr. Hugh Williamson, superintendent 
of Wyuka Cemetery, substantially as follows: 

(1) Mr. Williamson has been employed by the Wyuka Cemetery for 43 years. 

(2) The grave marker engraved “Robert L. Munsell’? and appearing in photo- 
graph I-A was received in a damaged condition, was replaced by the Government, 
and the new marker erected. He stated that to the best of his knowledge this was 
the only marker ever received in a damaged condition. 
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(3) The remaining Government grave markers appearing in the photographs 
are an accumulation of markeis which came about mainly due to a duplication 
of orders which occurred many years ago. Mr. Williamson stated that approxi- 
mately 12 markers in this category had lain in this location for over 20 years. 
About | year ago he caused them to each be broken in 3 pieces and piled up for 
future use in foundations, ete. 

(c) The inspector was able to read the name inscription on nine of these markers, 
or pieces of markers, and followed up by means of the cemeiery records and 
visiting grave sites with the following results: ‘ 

(1) Robert L. Munsell (photograph I-A): Grave No. 304is properly marked 
with a well-appearing Government marker bearing the identical inscription as 
appears on the damaged marker in the picture. (See par. I, 2 (b) (2), above.) 

(2) A. G. Porter (photograph 1-D): Cemetery records indicate Ceath on 
November 25, 1893. Remains were removed and shipped to California on re- 
quest of Mrs. Carrie Porter Colson, Pasadena, Calif., dated April 21, 1925. 

(3) Horace B. Ickes (not shown): Grave site is properly marked with a Govern- 
ment marker. Weathering in \icates it has stood for many years. 

(4) Hans P. Hansen (photo 1-A and 1-B): Grave site (lot 201, grave 1) is 
marked with a commercial block-type marker. Weathering indicates it has 
stood for many years. Cemetery records indicate date of death as April 13, 1899. 

(5) Lt. W. H. H. Rader (photo 1-D): Grave site (lot 203, grave 6) is not 
marked. 

(6) Reid K. Iliff (not shown): Grave site (lot 201, grave 4) is marked with a 
commercial upright marker. Weathering indicates it has stood for many years. 
Cemetery records indicate date of death as September 5, 1902. 

(7) Byron E. Chevroot (not shown): Grave site (lot 201, grave 6) is marked 
with a Government marker. Weathering indicates it has stoood for many years. 
Cemetery records indicates date of death as of June 24, 1901. 

(8) Andrew Stewart (photo 1-E): No record could be found of burial in Wyuka 
Cemetery. 

(9) Job Hathaway (not shown): Grave site (lot 5282-25, grave 4) is marked 
with a commerical marker. Cemetery records indicate date of death as October 
15, 1902. This grave site is located in a family plot. Six graves are marked 
with matching markers, the most recent date of death being 1950. The markers 
have the appearance of being recently placed. 

3. A visit was made to the W. J. Trump Monument Works. Mr. Paul D. 
Adams was contacted. One marker was shown to the inspector which was 
represented as being a Government marker which had been replaced. It was 
located in a stack of stone slabs which completely concealed the inscription. The 
visible side portions were the approximate size and shape of a Government 
marker. Mr. Adams stated that the family did not want the identity revealed. 
He stated that this marker had been replaced with a “companion”? marker. A 
search of the area failed to reveal any other Government markers. Mr. Adam, 
estimated that he had replaced 15 Governments markers in the past 3 years 
but declined to furnish any details so that vertification could be made. 


If. C. E. SPEIDELL & SON 


4. Report consists of a letter with four photographs. The letter is attached 
and identified as inclosure No. 2. Photographs are identified as inclosure numbers 
2-A, 2-B, 2-C, and 2-D. 

5. Investigation revealed the following: 

(a) Photograph number 2—A depicts 2 Government grave markers. Behind 
the building housing C. E. Speidell & Son, the inspector was shown 2 markers 
which were reported to be those pictured. They were face downward and weighted 
with a huge concrete foundation. The visible side portions were of the approxi- 
mate size, shape, and appearance of the two markers pictured. The grave sites 
of the two veterans were located at Wyuka Cemetery and visited by the inspector. 
The following was observed: 

(1) James Huston Harpham: Grave site (lot 142, section 13, grave 5) is in 
a family plot of twelve graves. Light graves are occupied and bear matching 
raised pink granite markers. Markers appear relatively new. 

(2) Elmer Burnworth Minnick: Grave site (lot 231, section 13, graves 1 and 2) 
is in a family plot. A commercial grey granite marker, slightly larger than a 
Government marker, marks the grave. 

(b) Photographs number 2-B and 2-C are of the same marker. At the time 
of this visit (March 31, 1954) this marker was located in the rear of the display 
room of C. E. Speidell & Sons. The inspector was informed by Mr. Max Speidell 
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that this marker was never set at the gravesite but was replaced with a commercial 
“companion” marker purchased from C. E. Speidell & Son at a cost of approxi- 
mately $185. Mr. Speidell stated that the widow was completely disappointed 
with the Government marker when it arrived. The grave was reported to be in 
the Catholic Cemetery, Lincoln, Nebr. The Government marker is of bronze 
and shows no indication of having been affixed to a foundation. 

(c) Photograph number 2-D depicts five upright type Government markers. 
On questioning Mr. Max Speidell it was learned that the photograph was taken 
at the residence of a Speidell employee located at 848 North 44th Street, Lincoln, 
Nebr.; that this employee had removed the markers from the Speidell premises, 
with permission, to construct a walkway; and that the markers had come from 
the Wyuka Cemetery due to replacement with commercial markers. When the 
inspector requested permission to view the markers in order to obtain inscriptions 
and visit the gravesites, Mr. Speidell completely changed his version of the cir- 
cumstances. He then stated that he had no idea from which cemetery thev 
came; that they probably came from cemeteries outside of Lincoln; that he had 
not replaced them and did not know who had; and that to his definite knowledge 
they had been on the Speidell premises for 5 to 10 vears before being given to the 
employee. It became apparent to the inspector that the true facts in full detail 
could not be obtained without a great deal of research and exiciting the ire and 
antagonism of Mr. Speidell. This phase of the inquiry was therefore stopped. 


Ill. RELATED INFORMATION 


6. In discussing the various aspects of the matter under inquiry with the in- 
terested parties, it was frequently mentioned that the local post of the American 
Legion was very active and influential in obtaining Government markers for 
eligible personnel. The inspector visited Mr. Charles Thone, commander of Amer- 
ican Legion Post No. 3, Lincoln, Nebr. Mr. Thone advised the inspector that 
post No. 3 had handled all arrangements for Government markers for approxi- 
mately 75 veterans’ families in the past 5 years; that no complaints of any nature 
had been entered by veterans’ families regarding the markers furnished; and that 
it was the official opinion of post No. 3 that the program was highly satisfactory as 
»sresently administered. Mr. Thone further advised that the Lincoln Memorial 

ark Cemetery was the only cemetery in the area that restricted the erection of 
Government markers. 

7. The inspector visited the office of the Lincoln Memorial Park Cemetery 
Association located at 610 First National Bank Building, Lincoln. The inspector 
was advised that none of the various types of Government markers fully met the 
specifications of the association but that the bronze Government marker was per- 
mitted to be erected. An extract copy of the pertinent cemetery rules and regu- 
lations is attached as enclosure No. 3. 


IV. SUMMATION 


8. Of the many instances reported, it appears that it can be established that five 
Government markers have recently been replaced with commercial markers. 
These five are: 

(a) James Huston Harpham (reported by Speidell). 

(b) Elmer Burnworth Minnick (reported by Speidell). 

(c) Charles G. Walter (reported by Speidell). 

(d) Unidentified marker at W. J. Trump Monument Works. 

(e) Job Hathaway (not reported but located by the inspector in the discard pile 
at Wyuka Cemetery). It appears this marker stood for approximately 48 years 
before being replaced (1902-50). 


Devrorr, Micu. 
I. SHELDON GRANTIVE CO. 


1. Report consists of an extract of a letter with three photographs. The 
extract of the letter is attached and identified as enclosure No. 4. Photographs 
are identified as enclosure Nos. 4—A, 4—B, and 4-C. 

2. Investigation revealed the following: 

(a) Photograph 4—A was taken on the southeast corner of the grounds of — the 
Sheldon Granite Co. At the time the inspector visited the site April 2, (1954) 
the two Government markers shown in the picture were located in front of the 
pictured location. They were neatly alined on ground supports holding various 
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other markers and blank granite slabs. They were the only Government markers 
that could be located at the Sheldon Granite Co. Details of the replacement 
of these two markers are as follows: 

(1) David J. May, Jr. Date of death, February 26, 1942. Grave site is in 
Mount Elliott Cemetery, Detroit, Mich. (section J, lot 15). Government marker 
replaced with a sloping-top commercial marker, 6 inches high, 12 inches wide, 
24 inches long, which cost $89.61. Application for commercial marker was made 
December 19, 1951. 

(2) George Abood. Date of death, October 30, 1944. Grave site is in Mount 
Olivet Cemetery, Detroit, Mich. (section 18, lot 208). Government marker re- 
placed with a family monument and 2 grave markers which cost $875.50. Appli- 
cation for commercial monument and markers was made December 11, 1951. 

(b) Photograph 4-B was taken in Evergreen Cemetery, 19807 Woodward, 
Detroit, Mich. Mr. H. H. Frederickson, Sheldon Granite Co., stated he took 
the picture approximately 1 year ago. The site was visited by the inspector. 
At the time ot the visit, 13 crated Government markers were at this location 
and in the same approximate positions as those pictured. Cemetery officials 
stated this was their established point for holding markers received during the 
winter months until spring when concrete foundations could be poured without 
freezing. Names were taken from the crates of 3 of these markers (selected be- 
cause the crates showed the most weathering) and dates of receipt of the markers 
were checked in the cemetery office with the following results: 

F. Miles—marker received November 18, 1953. 

A. V. Platten—marker received February 8, 1954. 

A. H. Dougeckas—date of receipt not available but date of burial was estab- 
lished as February 23, 1953. 

(c) Photograph 4—C was taken in Evergreen Cemetery, 19807 Woodward, 
Detroit, Mich. The site is across the driveway from the building shown in 
photograph 4—B. At the time of the visit by the inspector (April 2, 1954) the 
scene was similar to that pictured. Nineteen Government markers were counted 
in this location. Cemetery officials stated that these markers were awaiting 
payment of the cemetery foundation and erection charge (25). A spot check 
of several of the inscriptions against cemetery office records indicated this to be 
the case. The oldest one noted was Edward Larsen with date of death Febru- 
ary 20, 1931. This grave site was located (section E, range 16, grave 20) and 
found to be unmarked. Remaining grave sites were not visited due to the ab- 
sence of the cemetery superintendent and the snow and water in the cemetery, 
making location of graves extremely difficult. 

(d) Officials of the Evergreen Cemetery stated that the situation described 
above was due to a practice followed a few years ago whereby various veterans 
organizations and funeral directors handled the ordering of Government markers. 
When the markers came, it was found the cemetery had no records of the names 
and addresses of the relatives of the decedents. They further stated that present 
policy was to collect the erection and foundation charge at the time of approval 
on the marker application, thereby eliminating this difficulty. 


Il. RELATED INFORMATION 


3. At the request of Mr. H. H. Frederickson, Sheldon Granite Co., the inspector 
visited two additional cemeteries in the Detroit area. Observations and pertinent 
remarks of personnel concerned were as follows: 

(a) Roseland Park Cemetery, Woodward Avenue and 12 Mile Road, Royal 
Oak, Mich.: 

Twenty-two Government markers were located in the rear of the cemetery. 
Inspection indicated that none of these had been erected. Cemetery officials 
stated they were awaiting favorable weather conditions to be erected. A repre- 
sentative number of names were taken from these markers and checked with the 
cemetery records with the following results: 

(1) Carl Fred Nygard—uimarker received November 23, 1953. 

(2) William G. O’Brien—marker received February 6, 1954. 

(3) Louis E. Weekman—marker received September 1, 1953. 

(4) John Moore—marker received November 3, 1953. 

(5) George E. Adams—no record of date of delivery of marker. Death occurred 
March 31, 1943. Correspondence in file notated on May 25, 1946, that family 
eould not be located. Grave (section 37, grave 537) is not marked. 

(b) Acacia Park Cemetery, Birmingham, Mich.: 

-One Government marker very recently received bore a wrong inscription. The 
veterans name was Harold M. Kerr, whereas the marker bore the inseription 
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Howard M. Kerr. This matter had been reported to the Office of the Quarter- 
master General by letter dated March 23, 1954, initiated by the cemetery. 

Mr. Emerson Shaw, cemetery superintendent, advised the inspector that 
Government markers do not meet the specifications of the cemetery; however, 
they are allowed to be erected. 

Mr. Shaw estimated that 6 to 8 Government markers are replaced each year 
with commercial markers. Details of names, etc., were declined. 

(Inspector’s comment: This is a high-class cemetery restricted to members 
and families of a specific fraternal order. Monuments and markers observed in 
the cemetery are much above average.) 


Ill, SUMMATION 


4. Of the instances reported, it appears that it can be established that two 
Government markers have recently been replaced with commercial markers. 
These two are (a) David J. May, Jr.; (b) George Abood. 


CINCINNATI, OHIO 
I. ST. JOSEPH’S CEMETERY 


1. Investigation revealed the following: 

(a) Mr. Hater advised that Government-furnished granite marker meets all 
cemetery requirements. The use of bronze markers is not permitted by present 
cemetery rules. He had no complaint or criticism of any nature, but stated that 
markers received recently are of better quality than those received in the past. 

(b) No instance in which next of kin indicated any dissatisfaction with refer- 
ence to a Government marker could be recalled by Mr. Hater. However, he 
stated that he was aware of instances in which wife of deceased veteran had 
requested similar marker be placed on her grave at time of death. 

(c) Only one Government marker was noted during the visit to the cemetery 
and advice was furnished that same would be installed at the earliest possible date. 
Mr. Hater advised that the cemetery rules required the payment of the base or 
foundation charge for the marker at the time of opening of the grave. This, it is 
believed, precludes an accumulation of markers such as was noted in other 
cemeteries in the Cincinnati area. 

2. Mr. Hater advised that numerous complaints and criticisms concerning 
Government markers are received from monument dealers in the area, but attri- 
butes the same to a substantial decline in the monument business during the past 
year. 

Il. CEMETERY OF SPRING GROVE 


3. Report consists of one photograph and letter (enclosures Nos. 5 and 5~—A). 

4. Investigation revealed the following: 

(a) Mr. Runyan, superintendent, advised that present Government specifica- 
tion marker did not meet cemetery requirement. Cemetery regulations require 
6-inch thickness of granite markers. However, he advised that Government 
1g bronze and granite, are and will be installed when requested by next 
of kin. 

(b) Mr. Runyan advised that he had received complaints from next of kin in 
instances of burial of veterans in family plots as Government marker did not 
match commercial markers on balance of plot. He could recall no instance in 
which next of kin recommended that a monetary grant be given in lieu of Govern- 
ment-furnished marker. 

(c) Mr. Runyan advised that six Government-furnished markers (enclosure 
5-A) were on hand and that same had been on hand for a considerable period of 
time. Delay in placing marker at grave was attributed to inability of next of 
kin to pay $25 charge for marker foundation. Markers were properly stored and 
will be installed when and if next of kin remit installation charges. 

(d) Mr. Runyan stated that he could recall only one instance of Government 
marker being received in a damaged condition. He was unable to state definitely 
when the damage occurred. 


Ill. EVERGREEN CEMETERY 


5. Investigation revealed the following: 
(a) Mr. Sloan, superintendent, advised that present Government specification 
marker was satisfactory and no objection to same had been voiced by either he 
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or any other individual responsible for the operation or maintenance of the 

(b) No record of complaints of any nature concerning suitability of Government 
marker received from next of kin, nor was Mr. Sloan able to recall! any instance 
in —— Government marker had been removed and replaced with a commercial 
marker. 

(c) There were no discarded Government markers of any nature on the premises 
and Mr. Sloan advised that disposal of same, if required, would be such as to in- 
sure no disrespect to anyone concerned. 

(d) Mr. Sloan advised that he had been contacted by members of the monu- 
ment industry to initiate correspondence which would indicate that reports had 
been received by him from next of kin indicating that Government markers were 
unsatisfactory. Mr. Sloan advised that he had not and would not comply with 
the requests received as he knew of no instance of complaint of any nature by 
next of kin. 

IV. OAK HILL CEMETERY 


6. Investigation revealed the following: 

(a) Mr. Schneider, superintendent, advised that numerous veterans were 
interred in family plots in this cemetery. He advised that granite marker was 
preferred, that present Government-furnished marker meets all cemetery speci- 
fications, and that he had no knowledge of Government-furnished marker ever 
being removed, destroyed, or disposed of. 

(b) Mr. Schneider stated that he had in several instances received complaints 
that Government-furnished marker did not match commercial markers on family 
plot, but that no complaint had been received concerning quality or durability 
of the markers. No markers requiring placement on hand. 

(ec) Mr. Schneider declined to comment when questioned concerning reimburse- 
ment of monument dealer by the Government in instances where next of kin did 
not desire Government-furnished marker. 


Vv. GATE OF HEAVEN CEMETERY 


7. Investigation revealed the following: 

(a) Mr. Lang, sales and officer manager, was contacted as superintendent was 
not available. He advised that Government-furnished granite markers were not 
acceptable as cemetery specifications require 10-inch thickness. No exception 
voiced concerning use of Government-furnished bronze marker. No markers 
requiring placement on hand. 

(b) Mr. Lang advised that he was aware of one instance in which next of kin 
had Government-furnished marker built up to meet cemetery specification of 
10 inches. He also advised of one instance of replacement of Government- 
furnished marker with commercial marker. Disposition of replaced stone was 
made by next of kin. No discarded markers were on hand at time of visit. Mr. 
Lang had no complaint as to the quality of granite used in Government markers 
other than plainncss of stone. 

(c) Mr. Lang stated that he recommended a cash allowance toward the pur- 
chase of a suitable marker be made to the next of kin in lieu of furnishing a 
marker to insure standardizatiov.. 


VI. REST HAVEN CEMETERY 


8. Investigation revealed the following: 

(a) Mr. Rosenfeldt, superintendent, advised that numerous veterans were 
interred in Rest Haven Cemetery and that the majority of these graves were 
marked with a Government-furnished marker. He stated he could recall no 
instance of complaint by next of kin with reference to the suitability of the marker 
and could recall no instance of replacement of Government-furnished marker by 
next of kin. Two bronze markers were on hand for placement at time of inspec- 
tion. 

(b) Mr. Rosenfeldt advised that Government-furnished markers meet his 
cemetery specifications, but indicated a preference for Government-furnished 
bronze marker. He advised that no action to indicate such preference had or 
would be made to next of kin. 

(c) No discarded Government-furnished markers were on hand at the cemetery 
and Mr. Rosenfeldt advised that installation of markers is made within 10 days 
of receipt of same. 
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9. Investigation revealed the following: 

(a) A visit was made to this cemetery as same was in the immediate vicinity 
of Rest Haven and Gate of Heaven Cemetery. Information was furnished that 
only bronze markers were permitted by the present cemetery rules and regula- 
tions. The superintendent was contacted on the grounds and advised the in- 
spector that Government-furnished markers had been received and installed on 
the graves of veterans but that same were not considered as a satisfactory marker. 
Upon inspection of markers it was apparent that a variation in both color and 
finish existed. One marker was noted to be rough and letters not uniformly cut, 
light yellow in color; another was noted to be a dark shade of pink, lettering, etc., 
uniform throughout; while another was noted to be a yellowish color with uniform 
lettering but wavy lines in the base of the marker. None of these deficiencies 
would be noticacble after the bronze had aged and corroded. 

10. The complaint against the quality of the markers cannot be justified as 
questioning indicated that commercial bronze markers are also sold by the 
operating personnel of the cemetery. 

No other complaints were registered and none received from next of kin, 
No markers or headstones had been discarded. 


VILL. SPRING GROVE MONUMENT CO. 


11. The report consisted of letter from Ray W. Webeler, president, and one 
photograph identified by inclosure No. 6 and photograph 6—A. 

12. Inquiry revealed the following: 

(a) During considerable conversation at the Spring Grove Monument Co., 
Mr. Webeler, president, finally conceded that his letter concerning ‘thousands 
of Government” military “grave markers—are never used for the purpose in- 
tended” was probably exaggerated. This company had none on hand which 
had been discarded, could not recall when he had any and the one included in the 
photograph (enclosure 6—A) had not been set due to the inability, to date, of the 
next of kin to furnish the required $25 cemetery fee for setting the marker in 
cement to conform to the cemetery specifications. Mr. Webeler felt that mone- 
tary allowance in lieu of headstone or marker would be better for his business and 
business of other monument companies as well. He also admitted that the cost 
to the next of kin would be higher if commercial markers were used even though 
a monetary allowance by the Government were approved. 

(b) It appears, further, from the photograph that the marker in the photograph 
is the only Government marker, the others being of a commercial type. 


IX. THE FISK BROS. MONUMENT CO. 


13. Report consists of a letter only (enclosure 7). 

14. Investigation revealed the following: 

(a) Mr. Lawrence Fisk was contacted as Mr. Alfred W. Fisk was not available. 

(b) Mr. Lawrence Fisk informed the inspector substantially as follows: 

(1) He and Mr. Alfred W. Fisk are the fourth generation operating the present 
plant. 

(2) It was Mr. Fisk’s opinion that Government procurement of markers was 
unfair competition to private monument companies. 

(3) Mr. Fisk stated that the new cemeteries, and older cemeteries acquiring 
additional land, in the vicinity of Cincinnati do not permit markers other than 
granite or bronze markers which are flush with the ground. This action has 
virtually deprived monument companies of their livelihood. Mr. Fisk also 
stated that practically all the younger generation for the past 14 years has 
served in the Armed Forces and if this continued the industry would in the not- 
too-distant future be deprived of its present diminished market. 

(4) Mr. Fisk stated that the annual average replacement of Government 
markers by his firm was 2 or 3, with only 1 replacement having been made to date 
during 1954. However, Mr. Fisk had no Government markers on hand at the 
time of plant visit. 

(5) Mr. Fisk advised that the present Government granite and bronze marker 
could and were being duplicated in Cincinnati. When queried as to whether or 
not he had ever requested that the firm be placed on the bidders’ list for marker 
requirements, he stated that he could not compete with the firms at present 
furnishing Government requirements and be assured of a reasonable profit. Firm 
has no quarry. 
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(6) Mr. Fisk stated that it would materially benefit the monument industry if 
the Government were to discontinue the procurement of markers for veterans and 
substitute a cash allowance toward the purchase of a suitable locally procured 
marker selected by the next of kin. ‘ 


X. CINCINNATI MONUMENT BUILDERS, INC. 


15. The report consisted of a letter written by Spring Grove Monument Co. 
to subject contractor (enclosures 6, 6A, 8). 

16. Inquiry revealed that Miss Irma Suhre is secretary of the local monument 
builders and companies. She intimated that the industry in general desired a 
monetary allowance in lieu of headstone or marker. They were of the »pinion 
the industry (monument) was being discriminated against in that an allowance 
was made for or to the next of kin upon proper receipt of death and further a 
casket was furnished. The monument people would like their share of this marker 
business in line manner. 

17. The secretary above-named has no preference one way or the other; had 
replaced only one Government marker due to request of next of kin and had no 
complaint against Government-furnished markers. She further stated she pre- 
ferred this survey be kept confidential as far as mentioning her name was con- 
cerned. 

XI. SUMMARY 


1. Briefly summarized, the following facts were deduced: 

(a) Headstones or markers must meet cemetery specifications 24 by 10 by 8 
inches, although cemeteries will accept the Government marker which is 24 by 
10 by 4 inches. 

(b) Cemeteries in general had nothing but satisfactory comments as to markers 
and in most cases were highly complimentary. 

(c) In some instances the next of kin had a duplicate of Government marker 
made for proper marking of grave. 

(d) In general, where Government markers had not been installed it was due 
to inability of next of kin to furnish the cemetery a $25 required fee for setting 
the marker in cement. 

(e) In only 1 case (enclosure 5A) noted were 6 markers which had been in inside 
storage for from 6 to 12 months and this was due, stated cemetery superintendent, 
to the fact no response was received to several letters sent to the next of kin re- 
questing the $25 foundation fee. 

(f) In all monument companies visited, the owner or manager stated in sub- 
stance that (i) the monument business was on its “‘last legs,” (ii) that Government 
was interfering in private enterprise, (iii) that a monetary allowance in lieu of 
headstone or marker would be more satisfactory, and (iv) cost to next of kin, 
if monetary allowance were approved, would be more than use of Government 
marker, (v) and the quality of the Government marker is of inferior grade. 

(g) A total of approximately 1,000 markers and/or headstones were observed 
including veteran plots, private plots, and family plots and only 29 markers 
could be located which had not been erected. This was due to (i) next of kin 
desired a personal marker to correspond with others in the family plot, which 
constituted a very minor percentage, or (ii) next of kin had not furnished the 
required cemetery foundation fee. 


Covineton, Ky. 
I. HIGHLAND CEMETERY 


1. The report consisted of a letter from J. H. Rosenfeldt, general manager 
Highland Cemetery (enclosure No. 9) in which it is alleged that the type and 
measurements of government markers do not conform to those generally used in 
the cemetery, and further, that an accumulation of these markers are on hand 
and unused and photographs identified as enclosures 9-A, 9-B, and 9-C. 

2. Inquiry revealed the following: 

(a) Enclosure No. 9 attached refers to 7 photographs attached, identified as 
enclosures 9-A, 9-B, and 9-C as the markers were seen in Highland Cemetery 
but Mr. Lewin of Lewin Monuments showed the inspector the identical markers 
at a later hour, he, not knowing the inspector had previously seen same accom- 

nied by cemetery superintendent. Therefore, pictures forwarded by Mr. 
Cone of Lewin Monuments attached refer to markers in Highland Cemetery. 

(b) Mr. Rosenfeldt, superintendent, advised that he had no complaint with 
reference to Government-furnished marker for veterans’ graves. He stated that 
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the Government-furnished markers were equal to any commercial markers pro- 
cured locally by next of kin in instances that Government-furnished marker was 
not requested. 

(c) No instance of complaint by next of kin concerning quality or workmanship 
of Government marker could be cited by Mr. Rosenfeldt. e could recall no 
instance in which an installed Government marker had been removed and re- 
placed with a commercial marker. Neither could he recall any instance of disposal 
of a Government furnished stone by cemetery maintenance personnel. 

(d) Fifteen government furnished granite markers were on hand at the ceme- 
tery at time of inspection. Mr. Rosenfeldt advised that 5 were being installed 
at cemetery expense (enclosure No. 9-A) (at time of visit 1 had been installed) ; 
8 were ready for installation, but foundation charges had not been paid by next 
of kin and 1 (enclosure No. 9-B) marker upright had been received to replace 
a similar marker broken in shipment. Broken marker (enclosure 9-B1) was on 
hand at time of visit. 

(e) Mr. Rosenfeldt stated that Government-furnished markers were acceptable 
even though they were 4 inches in depth and that no action to indicate a preference 
of any nature had or would be made to next of kin by any personnel connected 
with the operations and maintenance of the cemetery (enclosure No. 9). 


Il, CYRIL LEWIN MONUMENTS 


1. This report consisted of one document (enclosure 9), a series of photographs 
only and identified in this report as enclosures 9-A, 9-B, and 9c. Further, 
this report is coaxial with that of the Highland Cemetery and are related one to 
the other. 

2. Inquiry revealed the following: 

(a) Mr. Lewin, owner, was interviewed and stated in substance that he did 
not like the Government interfering in private enterprise; that the grave markers 
were of inferior quality and that he had many which had been discarded, When 
he was further queried by the inspector he could only show one headstone which 
he had in his shop and which the next of kin apparently did not desire. How- 
ever, he could not recall whom, from whence the stone came or how long he had 
it in his possession, At the time of the inspection, his man was in the act of 
obliterating the face of the stone and he stated he would break it up and use parts 
of it for spacers in setting of other markers. 

(b) He then took the inspectors across the street and into the Highland 
Cemetery and indicated several stones, 15 to be exact (enclosure No, 9), and 
stated these had been discarded. These were the exact same markers seen by 
the inspectors one-half hour before, when a visit was made tothe cemetery in com- 
pany with the general manager only. Complete information on these markers 
is found in paragraph I 2d and Enclosures 9—A, 9-B, and 9-C. ’ 

(c) Enclosure No, 9-A, identical photos. 

(d) Enclosure No, 9—-B, identical photos taken at different angles, the names 
of Watson, Kohnen, and Bryant appearing twice. 

(e) Enclosure No, 9-C, ready for installation but foundation charges not 
received. 

(f) Enclosure No. 10, this marker, George A. Thuenker, could not be located 
at time of visit and no such collection of bases and other markets were located 
in any cemetery or monument company visited. Mr. Lewin could not enlighten 
the inspector. 

Cuicaao, Inu, 


I, MONUMENT BUILDERS OF AMERICA, INC. 


1. The report consisted of four letters written by superintendent, Cemetery 
Spring Grove, Fisk Bros, Monument Co., Spring Grove Monument Co., and 
Highland Cemetery to subject monument company urging support of a bill 
wherein an option would be given next of kin of a monetary allowance in lieu of a 
grave marker and further stating that the Government furnished marker was of 
inferior grade. 

(a) The Monument Builders of America, Inc., Chicago, Ill., was also visited. 
A Mr. Harold E. Benson was in charge of this office in the absence of Mr. Archie 
L. Green, who is in Washington in support of bills H. R. 1302 and 5622 concerning 
grave markers for deceased veterans. Mr. Benson is not familiar with the monu- 
ment business and could give no conerete information. He further stated that 
Mr. Green intended to discuss his problem with the Quartermaster General. 
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QMGHM 293.7 Wm. E. Wilkinson & Son, 
Baltimore, Md. 
095 Holy Cross Cemetery, Yeadon, Pa. 
Subject: Report of travel, 
Lt. Col. James W. Gerard. 
To: Deputy for Administration, OQMG. 


SECTION I 
(a) Travel orders No. 713 (0) March 31, 1954 


(a) Departed Washington, D. C., 0809 hours, eastern standard time via car, 
April 1, 1954. 
(b) Arrived Philadelphia, Pa., 1600 hours, eastern standard time, via car, 
April 1, 1954. 
eparted Philadelphia, Pa., 1800 hours, eastern standard time, via car, 
April 1, 1954. 
rrived Washington, D. C., 2230 hours, eastern standard time, via car, 
April 1, 1954. 
SECTION Il. PURPOSE OF TRAVEL 


As a result of efforts on the part of the Monument Builders of America to enact 
legislation which would permit a $25 allowance in lieu of the furnishing of a 
Government headstone or marker, numerous monument ‘companies had for- 
warded correspondence and/or photographs to the Monument Builders of 
America, the association which is most active in seeking the legislation. In an 
effort to verify and develop comments made by certain of these dealers, the under- 
signed on April 1, 1954 visited Geo. W. Wilkinson & Son, Baltimore, Md., and 
the Holy Cross Cemetery, Yeadon, Pa., a large cemetery on the outskirts of 
Philadelphia, from which a monument dealer had submitted photographs and a 
short note. 

SECTION Il]. RESPONSIBLE PERSONS CONTACTED 


George W. Wilkinson, son of the founder of the firm. 
W. F. Wilkinson, brother and partner. 
Mr. William Grey, foreman, Holy Cross Cemetery. 


SECTION IV. OBSERVATIONS 


Geo. W. Wilkinson & Son is a company occupying premises on Bellaire Road, 
the main thoroughfare in Baltimore, and contains a small office, workshop and 
yard where a supply of markers is on hand for sale. This firm had forwarded 5 
photographs of discarded markers to Monument Builders, showing 4 identifiable 
markers furnished by the Government. There was no letter attached. 

Upon entering the shop I was immediately conducted to the office of Mr. 
George W. Wilkinson, son of the founder of the firm. We were later joined 
by his brother, W. F., his partner. Both of these gentlemen had been in the 
business for many years and appeared to be men of the highest professional 
standards, and discussed the problem of Government markers in relation to the 
competition afforded their firm, with complete objectivity. 

It was stated after I apprised them of the purpose of my visit that although 
they were naturally interested in obtaining such additional business as would 
accrue as @ result of the receipt by the next of kin of $25, they made no effort 
to influence an obviously poor family who came to them for advice against 
seeking the marker provided by the Government. They added that in those 
cases in which they acted as consignees they set up the markers in any cemetery 
in the vicinity without charge to the applicant as a public service. 

The Wiikinsons stated that, although they did not handle many Govern- 
ment markers over the years, a majority of those which they handled had been 
installed. They were unable to state the exact reasons that each of the dis- 
carded markers which I saw in their yard were discarded but indicated that 
in numerous instances the next of kin, after making or obtaining additional 
money at some date subsequent to the installation of the headstone, purchased 
a larger monument, or upon the decease of other members of the family, dis- 
carded the smaller markers already in place and substituted a family monu- 
ment. This would indicated that the Government markers in a majority of 
instances did serve the purpose for which they were intended. 
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The Wilkinsons felt that Government markers were not of the same high 
quality as those which they offered for sale, but gave no particular reason as 
to the basis for their conclusions. 

The Wilkinsons seemed most anxious that something be done to make possible 
the erection of private markers throughout Arlington Cemetery and regretted 
that more and more the national cemeteries were restricting areas to the use 
of Government markers alone. Mr. George Wilkinson stated that from the 
point of view of a historic shrine a national cemetery is much more interesting, 
attractive, and popular as a national shrine, if different types of markers are 
allowed, many of which would go into greater length as to the career of the 
deceased than do the more simple Government markers. 

The Holy Cross Cemetery, Yeadon, Pa., is one of the largest in the Kast 
and upon the date of my visit thereto 21 funerals had been held. Father Simons 
is nominally in charge of this cemetery along with six others in the Catholic 
diocese of Philadelphia, and was not present at the time of my visit. I con- 
tacted Mr. William Grey, foreman, after having driven throughout the exten- 
sive road net of the cemetery which contains every type of marker from the 
most simple to large tombs and mausoleums. 

Numerous Government markers were observed in place. Mr. Grey stated that 
from 300 to 400 Government markers and headstones are installed each year in 
Holy Cross Cemetery and that he considered them entirely satisfactory. He 
stated that as a result of changes in an effort to cut down costs, only flat markers 
were being approved after January 1, 1954, but that any Government upright 
markers which had been ordered but not received prior to that time would con- 
tinue to be installed. 

He stated that the cemetery charge for installing Government markers was 
only $12.50 as opposed to a minimum of $40 for the installation of private markers. 
He indicated that although he was unable to speak officially, he felt that if a $25 
allowance were provided the next of kin instead of a headstone, which would 
necessarily mean that a considerable additional amount would have to be spent 
for the purchase of a stone of equivalent value, the cemetery officials might not 
permit the small $12.50 installation charge to remain in effect but might insist 
that the larger sum be paid. 

Mr. Grey showed me a large number of unclaimed Government stones and 
indicated that he would furnish me a list of the names of the decedents from which 
we in turn could obtain necessary information to write the next of kin in each case 
and remind them of their obligation to place the stones or have them destroyed 
in accordance with Government requirements. Mr. Grey added that while it 
was true that many of the headstones which had been furnished but not erected 
were lying in sterage because the individuals who had ordered them were unable 
to pay for their erection, there were other reasons for this, which included a 
change of plan such as a decision to purchase a family or other type monument. 

He could not give me any figure as to the deceased veterans lying in the cemetery 
whose graves were unmarked. He showed me a number of recently ordered 
markers which were about to be placed over veterans’ graves. Since no dissatis- 
faction was expressed with the Government marker as such, and since Mr. Grey 
felt that they met required standards, it is felt that simply because numerous 
Government markers (among others) have not been placed, there is no reason to 
change the present system and to provide a monetary allowance in lieu, as far as 
Holy Cross Cemetery is concerned. 


SECTION V. CONCLUSIONS 


On the basis of the visits to the Wilkinson & Son Monument Co. and the Holy 
Cross Cemetery, there seems to be no particular basis for a change in the law 
whereby Government headstones and markers are furnished for deceased veterans. 


SECTION VI. RECOMMENDED ACTION 
None. 


SECYVION VII, ACTION TAKEN 


None. 
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SECTION VIII OTHER REMARKS 


I certify that I contacted Mr. George W. Wilkinson, son of the founder of the 
firm, and Mr. William Grey, foreman of the Holy Cross Cemetery advising them 
of the purpose of my visit. 

James W. GerRarp, 
Lieutenant Colonel, OMC, 
Chief, Headstone Branch. 
Approved: 
OLIVER F. PARKER, 
Lieutenant Colonel, QMC, 
Executive Officer, Memorial Division. 
Dated April 13, 1954. 
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